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ABSTRACT
This dissertation focuses on how working families use
flexible employment to manage multiple demands associated
with combining work and family responsibilities.

I argue

that flexible employment outcomes are family adaptive
strategies and decisions about these strategies are
embedded in the household and occur in a context in which
husbands and wives make joint decisions about their career
trajectories,
Therefore,

family obligations and community commitments.

I expect household models,

individual models,

rather than

to provide a richer understanding of

decisions about family and employment outcomes.

These

models explore more fully how couples may diversify
employment participation.

Furthermore, household level

variables provide insights about exchange processes and
trade-offs couples make with regard to the well-being of
the family.
Using data from the May 1997 Current Population
Survey,

I examine the relationship between family and

flexible employment in individual level models and then in
household-level models.

Individual-level findings from

analyses predicting flexible work outcomes support the more
traditional view of work and family.

For women,

v
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decisions

about flexible employment are clearly influenced by their
family obligations,

but this is not the case for men.

Household-level models reveal two key findings.
First,

dual earner couples are using flexible employment a

an adaptive strategy to manage their families,

but this

depends on which and how many spouses are participating.
This management strategy is especially important for wives
However,

having children affects both husbands and wives

decisions about participation in flexible employment
strategies.

This finding is unique to the household level

analysis and suggest that couples,

not just wives, are

diversifying employment in a number of ways to accommodate
the demands of child-rearing.
Secondly,

household models suggest that spousal

characteristics are important for understanding the trade
offs couples accept when making decision about family and
employment.

The relative position of husbands and wives

affect decisions couples make about the family economy.
When wives have considerably higher occupational status
than their husbands,

households often opt for husbands to

adjust their work schedule and to be flexible employed,
suggesting that family decisions may reflect her larger
income rather than her traditional role in domestic and
child-rearing tasks.

vi
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Overview
Maintaining work and family lives simultaneously has
become a challenge for many men and women in the United
States.

Because women's time is no longer solely dedicated

to the domestic front,

and men's to paid employment,

men

and women are now making decisions about how to manage work
and household responsibilities in new ways.
1980s,

Since the late

their management has involved a search for flexible

work arrangements(Deming 1998; U.S.

Small Business

Administration 1996).
One conseguence has been a rethinking of how
employment is organized for dual-earner and single parent
families with multiple demands

(Han and Moen 1999).

Many

workers and employers now see work and family not as two
separate realms,

but as increasingly overlapping ones.

Accompanying this change is a shift away from individuals
to households as the key unit of analysis for study.
Building on prior studies,

I examine household decision

making processes and their determinants.
family spheres impose upon each other,

Because work and

I investigate the

extent to which flexible employment is a deliberate

1
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household strategy that men and women employ to accommodate
work and family life.
General Research Strategy
In this dissertation,

I am particularly interested in

how husbands and wives negotiate the two boundaries between
work and family.

I view couples' decisions about

employment and family as embedded in the household context.
Therefore,

the household context within which workers are

embedded affects the likelihood of participation in
flexible employment.

In this way, my dissertation research

makes a significant contribution to studies on employment
and families by focusing on household,
individual,

rather than

strategies that are not made independently of

one household member or another

(Moen and Wethington 1992).

Using data from the 1997 Current Population Survey,

I

present and test a model of flexible employment
participation at the household level.

In this model,

I

identify flexible employment as an adaptive strategy in
which families engage to negotiate the demands of work and
family

(Goldin 1981; Moen and Wethington 1992).

I also

present and compare findings from an analysis of flexible
employment at the individual level.

This permits me to

compare and assess the utility of the household-level
analysis for understanding families'

employment patterns.

2
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Organization of Dissertation
In the next chapter,

I review prior studies on work

and family life and describe patterns of flexible
employment among U.S. workers.

I begin by describing

demographic shifts that have helped increase the supply of
workers who are facing work-family challenges.

Then,

I

focus on how various dimensions of flexibility in
employment scheduling may help mediate the work and family
nexus.
In chapter three,

I lay out my conceptual framework

for understanding families'
employment.

participation in flexible

I begin by discussing the importance of

considering the family as a key unit of analysis and by
tracing the intellectual
Next,

roots of such a consideration.

I elaborate upon the concept of family adaptive

strategy as it relates to my framework.

Finally,

drawing

from my literature review on flexible employment and
household decision-making,
understanding families'
employment.

I present a conceptual model for

use of flexible forms of

I conclude by explicitly outlining my

expectations about flexible employment patterns among
families in the 1990s.

Subsequently,

in chapter four I

describe the data and methods employed for this analysis.
In chapters 5 and 6, I present findings from individual-

3
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level and household-level analyses of flexible employment
strategies.

Finally,

in Chapter 7 I conclude by discussing

findings about families'
employment,
directions

participation in flexible

the implications of these findings,
for future research.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

and I offer

CHAPTER 2
TRENDS AND PATTERNS IN FLEXIBLE EMPLOYMENT
In this chapter,

I begin by describing recent

demographic shifts in the U.S.

labor force that have

increased the demand for flexible employment.

Then,

I

describe various dimensions of workplace flexibility,
discuss contemporary trends in flexible employment patterns
among U.S. workers,
changes.

Finally,

and offer explanations for these
I conclude the chapter by presenting

recent empirical work that links flexibility and work /
family balance.
Demographic Shifts in the U s
Over the last several decades,
shifts in the U.S.

labor force.

T.*t>or Force

there have been major

Notable among them has

been the dramatic increase in women's labor force
participation rates and their age profiles of participation
mirroring men's
1998).

(Spain and Bianchi 1996; Bianchi 1995; Levy

Women are no longer as likely as they were in the

past to interrupt their employment during their family
formation years to care for children. One consequence is
that women with young children are now much more likely to
work outside the home.

In fact, estimates show the labor

force participation of married women with children under

5
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six years old dramatically increased from 45 to 63 percent
between 1980 and 1995

(U.S. Bureau of Census 1996).

During the same period when more women entered the
labor force,

the percentage of married couples with dual

earners has also sharply increased.

In 1998,

56 percent of

married couples contained dual-earners - a significant rise
from 50 percent in 1986.

Furthermore,

this trend is

especially evident in families with children.
by 1998,

For example,

62 percent of married couples with children under

six and 68 percent with children under eighteen contained
two working parents,
respectively,

up from 54 and 59 percent,

in 1986

(U.S. Bureau of Census).

These

patterns suggest major changes in the way men and women
structure their work and family lives over the life course.
Given demographic shifts in employment and family
life, many researchers have turned their attention to the
needs of working families.

One critical source of conflict

between employment and family concerns children.

As more

single mothers and dual-earner parents enter the workforce
finding adequate child care becomes an important source of
work and family stress

(Cattan 1991;

Presser 1989).

It is

well documented that children significantly constrain
women's labor force participation
1980).

(Baldwin and Presser

Although these constraints decline as children age,

6
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older children present unique challenges that require
parents to have more flexibility to arrange time for things
like homework,

car pooling,

chaperoning,

and attending

various types of school events.
Another major source of stress for working families is
caring for elderly parents or relatives.

This concern is

becoming more relevant for today's workers as baby boomers
age and as their parents require increasing care.
Moreover,

many families caring for elderly parents are

still raising their own children,
multiple demands upon their time

and therefore face
(Zal 1992).

Prior studies

also suggest that women continue bear the brunt of both
elder care and child care responsibilities and that these
responsibilities negatively impact work performance and
work outcomes(Allen 1993, Waldfogel 1997).
As a result,

a large number of workers have become

attracted to jobs with autonomy and to flexible forms of
employment to reduce the competing demands from work and
families

(Galinsky and Stein 1990; Glass and Camarigg 1992;

Presser 1989).

As Galinsky and Stein

(1990)

note,

some job

characteristics such as control over work scheduling may
easily be changed to facilitate the successful management
of work and home life. As a result,

workers may control

7
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their work in new ways that facilitate work and family
responsibilities.
Flexibility as a Family Responsive Option
Many researchers,

employers,

workers, and human

resource experts alike suggest that one answer to the
problems that result from juggling work and family demands
is to restructure work and offer valued employees
flexibility in the scheduling and location of work
Moen

1999; Moen 1992; Parcell 1999;

1989; Quick and Moen 1999).

Phipps 1996;

(Han and

Presser

In the 1990s, employers have

begun to offer flexibility in part to retain working
parents who are increasingly likely to leave their current
workplace if they are not offered some form of flexibility,
such as control over the timing and location of work and
reduced work hours

(Rose 1998).

Below,

I describe the

forms and dimensions of flexibility available to workers
and the recent trends in and explanations for flexible
employment during the 1990s.

Then,

I review findings from

prior studies that shed light on who is taking advantage of
flexible work options and the extent to which flexibility
reduces work and family tensions.
Dimensions of Flexibility in Employment
There are a number of alternative work strategies that
provide greater flexibility and are offered by

8
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organizations or developed by individuals.

Many

organizations have implemented family responsive policies
that include provisions for family leave, child care, and
flexible work scheduling

(Gottlieb,

Kelloway, and Barham

1998; Glass and Fujimoto 1995; Galinsky and Stein 1990).
Flextime,
hours,

compressed work weeks,

job sharing,

reduced work

and homework are all flexible work options that

organizations may offer workers to help achieve greater
flexibility and control

(Gottlieb et al. 1998; Gonyea and

Googin 1996; Galinsky and Stein 1990).

In addition,

some

workers opt for self-employment to increase the autonomy
and control over their work and family lives

(Carr 1996;

Loscocco 1997).
Typically,

the flexibility embedded in these work

arrangements reflect an ability to control time and space
by avoiding the constraints of the standard 8-hour workday
on-site.

By having the control and autonomy to set the

time and place for work,

employees are able to accommodate

both the demands of their families and those of their
employer.

Below,

employment,

I describe four types of flexible

and how each varies along the time and space

dimensions.

9
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Flextime
This type of flexible employment is likely to be the
most widely available because its costs are nominal to many
employers.

Workers who participate in flextime programs

are offered control over the timing of their work.

That

is, they may set their start and end times in their work
schedules.

As a result,

this type of flexibility is

family-friendly by allowing workers with young children or
other dependents the flexibility to schedule time for car
pooling,

attend school events,

and keep their doctor's

appointments.
Homework
Homework is the second type of flexible employment
that varies along both temporal and spatial dimensions.
Men and women who work at home for pay during at least part
of their work week are not spatially constrained to on-site
offices.

Therefore,

homework offers employees the greatest

amount of autonomy, with temporal and spatial flexibility
unmatched by other forms of wage and salary flexible
employment.

It permits workers more time to meet domestic

responsibilities and to provide care for young children by
cutting down on such things as commuting times and
workplace interruptions that accompany on-site employment.

10
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Part-time Work
Reduced work hours is a flexible work strategy that
has long been utilized by families with children and
especially by women caring for these children
1987).

(Christensen

Part-time work allows workers to generate

supplemental income,

to maintain employment continuity,

and

maximize time spent attending to family concerns.
This work strategy is a unique flexible work option in
that the costs of offering this alternative are minimal to
the employer.
few,

Employers typically offer part-time workers

if any, benefits such as health care,

or maternity leave.
women,

sick

However, many part-time workers,

often

are willing to bear these costs in order to

accommodate their own lifestyle,
to family obligations
costs,

vacation,

particularly with respect

(Christensen 1987).

Because of these

women with spouses that have a more stable income

are most likely to work part-time

(Lehrer 1999; Lehrer

1995).
Self-emolovment
This flexible work strategy provides the worker with
perhaps the most autonomy.

Workers are able to generate

income while maintaining maximum control over when they
work,

often where they work,

working.

and how many hours they spend

Although this autonomy is associated with a

11
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number of costs

(i.e.,

greater personal risks and

responsibilities and possibly reduced income),it may
provide those with family responsibilities a large degree
of control over their work and life scheduling.
Trends and Patterns in Flexible Employment
Among U.S. Workers
On the whole,

flexibility in scheduling the time and

location of work has increased throughout the 1990s.
Estimates from the Current Population Survey suggest that
by 1997,

participation in flextime work had almost tripled

compared with the early 1990s.

Nearly one-third of all

wage and salary workers had some ability to vary their
start and stop time of their workday by 1997
Stainback 1999).

(Donato and

This increase was documented for wage and

salary workers across a wide range of demographic,
occupational,

and industrial groupings

Statistics 1998).

(Bureau of Labor

Other studies report even higher

estimates of employees engaging in flextime scheduling.
For example,

data from the National Study of the Changing

Workforce show that in 1997 almost 45 percent of employees
are able to select when they begin and end their workday
(Families and Work Institute 1997).
Between 1991 and 1997, men and women in the United
States became increasingly attracted to another form of

12
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flexible employment - working at home for pay.

The result

was an estimated 9.5 million homeworkers in 1997

(compared

to 7.2 million in 1991), an increase of approximately 32
percent.

During the same period,

the proportion of all

employed workers who worked at home for pay grew from 7.8
to 9.3 percent.

The increase reflected a rise in the

number of wage and salary homeworkers,

whose presence

almost doubled from 2.0 to 3.7 percent of all employed
workers

(Stainback and Donato 1998; Deming 1998).

Researchers using other data sources have noted
similar increases in homework.
journey-to-work questions,

Using PUMs Census data and

the U.S. Bureau of the Census

(1998) estimated that the number of people working from
home in 1990 was up 56 percent from 1980.!

This report

points out that this increasing trend of using the home as
a work space is a marked reversal of earlier patterns where
homework was on the decline since 1960 up through the early
80s.

Although other surveys collect information on

:Although trends in flexible employment show similar
patterns to CPS data, estimates of the actual number of
homeworkers is considerably lower using Census data and
definitions than CPS estimates.
One reason for the
conservative Census estimate is because homeworkers are
classified on the basis of questions about how respondent
usually gets to work, many part-time homeworkers (e.g.,
those working fewer than three days at home) are excluded
from the count (U.S. Dept, of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census 1998, Census Brief 98-2).
13
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homeworkers,

comprehensive analyses using these sources to

test for changes in homework over time have not been
conducted due to problems with question comparability over
time and small sample sizes.5
Since the mid-1970s,

self-employment is another form

of flexible work that has been on the rise in the United
States - jumping 74 percent between 1975 and 1990
1994, Becker 1984,

Fain 1980).

(Devine

One of the notable changes

accompanying this increase is the dramatic rise in women's
rates of self-employment.

Although men's rates of self-

employment increased by 54 percent from 1975 to 1990,
women's rates jumped 63 percent during the same time period
(Devine 1994).3
In contrast to the flexible work strategies discussed
above, part-time work has not increased since the early
1980s.

Contrary to popular perceptions,

the rates of part-

time work in the United States have been relatively stable
since 1983

(Fallick 1999).

Furthermore,

these rates of

participation in part-time work vary considerably by sex

2The U.S. Department of Transportation (1997) provides
a comprehensive review of the surveys containing questions
regarding homeworkers and measurement issues associated
with each.
3In absolute terms, men's rates of self-employment
rose from 10 to 12.4 percent between 1975 and 1990 and
women's from 4.1 to 6.7 percent.
14
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and the presence of children.

Part-time work,

for example,

is overwhelmingly done by married women with children
(Chrisensen 1987).
Explanations for the Rise In Flexible Employment
The overall increase in flexible employment throughout
the decade reflects supply and demand factors found in the
U.S.

labor market

is well documented

(See Figure 2.1). On the supply side,
(both above and elsewhere)

it

that the

number of workers and families requiring flexibility has
risen dramatically in the last thirty years.
large influx of women into the full-time,
force,

With the

full-vear labor

especially women with family dependents and the rise

in dual-earner families, workers are more likely to
request,

even demand,

provisions for flexibility.

Accompanying supply side shifts in the labor force are
dramatic changes in the nature of work,
technological advances that have,

in many cases,

for work itself to become more portable.
may be performed anywhere,

including
allowed

Many work tasks

and the technology required to

complete them is increasingly affordable to larger segments
of the population.

Therefore,

taken together,

demographic

changes and technological advancements have created a large
supply of flexible workers.

15
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Supply-Side Factors
Demographic changes in labor
force composition, including
increases in:
female participation
working mothers with preschool
children
dual earner couples
Technological advancements
allowing for changes in spatial
and temporal ordering of work

c

Increase in Flexible employment
Demand-Side Factors
Corporate cost-cutting requiring
more flexibility in spatial and
temporal work scheduling
Corporate downsizing and
restructuring

Figure 2. 1.

Factors Influencing the Increase in Flexible Employment in the 1990s

On the other hand, employers are finding ways to
accommodate to emerging demands for flexible,
friendly work.

Simply speaking,

family-

this is because it has

implications for the business bottom line

(Sheley 1996).

If employers do not respond to the needs of workers,

profit

and productivity will suffer as a result of high turnover
rates and low employee satisfaction and loyalty.
HochschiId's

(1997)

In

study of one major U.S. corporation,

top executives began implementing flexible work programs
largely because the retention rate for women professionals
was very low compared to that for men.

Employers wanted to

retain this large segment of the workforce because of the
large initial investments made in hiring and training
employees.

Many employers,

then,

have begun to think about

ways to reduce turnover among this group, and one strategy
is to offer a variety of forms of flexible employment
(Hochschild 1997, Olson 1989).
Employers have also become attracted to employee
flexibility for other reasons.

By the late 1990s,

some

employers actually encouraged at least part of their
workforce to work from home.

In part,

this may reflect new

employer strategies implemented to maximize profit by
reducing overhead costs.

It may also result from changes

in the flexibility of certain kinds of work, with much of

17
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it now performed using affordable computer technology that
may be located anywhere.
Employers'

use of homework is consistent with

forecasts that suggest future cost leaders in corporate
America will be those companies that cut overhead costs by
investing in temporary rather than permanent office space
(Thurow 1996).

This line of reasoning argues that offices

today are underutilized because recent changes in the
nature of work have created a situation where workers often
conduct the majority of their work away from permanent
offices.

As a consequence,

companies may cut costs by

eliminating idle office space and restructuring existing
employee work space.

If employers are cutting costs by

encouraging employees to work for pay at home,

then we

should expect to see a substantial rise in wage and salary
homeworkers.

Aetna,

for example,

reported that in 1998,

over 600 of their employers telecommuted,

an increase of

more than 400 percent in the past 18 months

(Working Mother

Magazine 1998).
A second way to cut costs is through corporate
downsizing.

Many corporations have slashed labor costs by

eliminating portions of their white-collar work force and
by shifting to outsourcing,
1990,

or subcontracting,

labor.

downsizing eliminated approximately 300,000 jobs;

18
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In
in

1991,

this type of job loss was linked to the elimination

of 555,000 jobs and in 1993,

600,000 jobs

(Thurow 1996).

Three features of these downsizing waves distinguish them
from other types of job loss:

1) the reductions were

permanent rather than temporary;
older white-collar,

2) they largely targeted

rather than blue-collar,

workers in

management and administrative positions; and 3) by 1993,
they occurred when companies were posting record profits
(Farley 1996; Thurow 1996; Levy 1995).
Two major consequences of corporate downsizing have
important implications for recent trends in flexible
employment.

First, employers have often demanded more

flexibility from the members of their remaining workforce.
These workers who survived the cutbacks are expected to
become more fluid and to adapt to the changing demands of
the corporation

(Conference Board 1996).

A second

consequence of downsizing has been a marked downturn in the
earnings of college educated men aged 45-54 in the 1990s
(Levy 1995).

Rather than unemployment,

these men continue

to work in some capacity - often as subcontracted home
laborers and self-employed,
In sum,

independent contractors.

observed trends in flexible employment may

result both from worker preferences because of family
responsibilities and institutional demands driven by goals
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of profit maximization.

However,

reasons for the increase,

despite the multifaceted

researchers,

the media,

and

employers have all heralded flexibility as a cost-saving
tool useful for working families.

Flexibility is perceived

as family friendly and inexpensive to those workers with
multiple dependencies and responsibilities on both the work
and home fronts.

Below,

I present empirical work that

links workplace flexibility to family concerns.
Current Research on Workplace Flexibility
In this section,

I discuss current research on the

relationship between family dependence and workplace
flexibility.

To my surprise,

few studies investigate the

extent to which workplace flexibility improves the lives of
workers.

One significant exception,

Glass and Camarigg

(1992).

however,

is work by

The authors show that workplace

flexibility significantly reduces work / family conflict
among employed men and women.

Flexibility allows workers

autonomy to manage family and work responsibilities.

It

also affects turnover and job satisfaction among a group of
workers with the most immediate and intense family
obligations - new mothers

(Glass and Riley 1998; Holtzman

and Glass 1999; Christensen and Staines 1990).

Below,

I

describe the barriers workers encounter when attempting to
access or utilize flexible work policies.

Finally,
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I

document findings concerning gender,

family

characteristics, and the use of flexible work policies.
Barriers to Workplace Flexibility
There are formal and informal barriers to access and
use of extant flexible work policies
the informal,

(Flack 1999).

Among

studies describe how workplace culture often

creates a context in which workers are not informed about
existing policies,

are not encouraged to use flexibility,

and are even penalized for engaging in flexible work
arrangements

(Rose 1998).

Other studies suggest that

managers,

often the gatekeepers of such flexible workplace

policies,

and their willingness to permit flexible work

arrangements,

varies by the gender,

job status,

and

dependency needs of the worker requesting access
al.

1998;

(i.e.,
care)

Flack 1999).

non-managers)

For example,

(Barham et

women subordinates

and those with childcare

(versus elder

needs were more likely to have access to flexible

work arrangements

(Barham et al.

1998).

In addition,

flexible work arrangements - especially flextime and
homework - are more prevalent among high status workers
such as professionals and managers compared to other
workers

(Donato and Stainback 1999).

In addition,

employers only give workers with elder care needs
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some

preferential access to flexible work arrangements

(Flack

1999).
Once granted flexibility,
in career advancement
For example,

workers may face adversity

(Burn 1999;

Flack 1999;

Phipps 1996).

traditional workplace culture dictates that

employees must be seen to receive rewards and positive
evaluations.

As a result,

managers and workers may view

flexible workers as less productive and committed to the
company

(Phipps 1996).

Moreover,

flexible workers may have

fewer ties to networks that facilitate career advancement
than those working regular on-site hours.

One consequence

is that workers may have negative perceptions about
flexible work, because they believe flexible work has
adverse career consequences such as job re-assignment,
performance ratings,
Kraut

and lower annual raises

poor

(Flack 1999;

1987; Phipps 1996).
The above findings indicate that workers may face

barriers to flexible work arrangements.

Furthermore,

although participation in flexible work scheduling may be
desired by workers and offered by employers,

many perceive

a penalty associated with participation in these policies
(Rose 1998; Hoschschild 1997).

This implies that workers

who engage in flexible work may sacrifice a certain degree
of career advancement and economic gain in exchange for
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flexibility that may benefit family well-being.

Below,

I

document findings about how gender and family
characteristics affect participation in flexible work.
Gender, Family, and Flexible Employment
Research documents a clear relationship between
gender,

family characteristics, and participation in

flexible forms of employment.

Although women are equally

as likely as men to participate in many forms of flexible
work,

the relationship between family characteristics and

workplace flexibility is dependent upon gender.

Women with

children are disproportionately represented among
homeworkers,

flextime,

part-time,

and self-employed workers

(Christensen 1987; Donato and Stainback 1999; Edwards and
Field-Hendry 1996; Flack 1999;

Presser and Bamberger 1993).

This research documents that women,

in particular,

seek out

flexible employment as a strategy to help accommodate both
the needs of their families and the need to generate income
(Carr 1996; Connelly 1992).

Carr

(1996),

for example,

suggests that women use self-employment as an escape from
the more rigid,
work.

less flexible world of wage and salary

Furthermore,

self-employed women and homeworking

women select occupations that facilitate family
responsibilities,

such as teaching and providing childcare

(Connelly 1992; Presser and Bamberger 1993; Stainback and
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Donato 1999).

In short,

research suggests that decisions

about flexible employment are closely tied to family
characteristics,

especially for women.
Conclusion

In this chapter,

I have described the demographic

shifts in the labor force that have produced a greater pool
of workers in need of schedule flexibility.

I described a

number of flexible work options available to workers,

and

how each varies along both temporal and spatial lines.

I

explained the general trends in flexible employment and
finally,

I reviewed literature linking workplace

flexibility and family demands.

In the next chapter,

out my conceptual framework for understanding families
participation in flexible employment.
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I lay

CHAPTER 3
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK: UNDERSTANDING FAMILIES PARTICIPATION
IN FLEXIBLE EMPLOYMENT
In this chapter,

I lay out my conceptual framework for

understanding families'
employment.

participation in flexible

In particular,

I identify flexible employment

as an adaptive strategy in which families engage to meet
the demands of work and family as they vary over the
course.

life

I begin the chapter by discussing the importance

of considering the family as a key unit of analysis and by
tracing the intellectual roots of such a consideration.
Next,

I explain and elaborate upon the concept of family

adaptive strategy as it relates to my framework.
subsequent section,

In a

drawing from my review of the

literature on flexible employment and household decision
making,

I present my conceptual model for understanding

families'
Finally,

participation in flexible forms of employment.
I conclude by explicitly outlining my expectations

about flexible employment patterns among families.
Theoretical Background
Reframing the Question: Considering the Household
as a Key Unit of Concern
In the early literature that brought household
decision-making to the forefront of both economic and
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sociological research, economist Gary Becker

(1981)

envisioned the household as the key unit of production.
This household,

or "small factory",

was composed of a group

of interlinked individuals who bring in capital or market
goods,

combine them with their own time and labor to

produce relevant commodities

(Becker 1976:92).

The

commodities produced may be any number of things useful for
the household,
example,

including but not limited to income.

For

households may produce time for childcare, meals,

loads of laundry or other commodities that generate smooth
household functioning.

The purpose or goal of this

production process is to maximize family utility

(i.e.,

satisfactions).
The above model stood apart from earlier economic
models in a few key ways.
production,
may and did,

Becker

(1981)

First, by considering household
acknowledged that productive work

in fact, occur in non-market spheres,

specifically in the household.

Second,

his family economy

approach acknowledged that utility was not merely a
function of income, but may also include family well-being
and production.

Therefore,

household commodities,

produced

by combining materials and goods from the market and
household members'

time and labor, maximize the utility and

the well-being of the household unit.
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Embedded in Becker's model are a number of
assumptions.

First,

the relevant unit of decision-making

about family and work outcomes was assumed to be the
household rather than the individual.

Unlike much of the

contemporary work on socioeconomic outcomes that focus on
the decision-making process of individuals,

family economy

theory views the "...family as the fundamental locus for
decision-making"

(Horan and Hargis 1991:584; Becker 1981).

This approach moves away from the utility maximization
models of individuals,

and assigns importance to how the

family decision-making process affects the behavior of its
members

(e.g.,

labor market behavior of its members).

The second related assumption of the family economy
model is that the household unit acts collectively in ways
to maximize its utility,
other words,

given opportunity constraints.

In

the unit strives for maximum "quality of life"

using available resources

(Berk 1980:117).

The process of

achieving this superior quality and maximum utility
involves a series of trade-offs in which decisions are made
about how much time members should spend producing certain
commodities.

Becker's formal model of household decision

making and maximizing utility is comprised of a sequence of
mathematical equations that weigh the costs and benefits of
commodities and the tradeoffs associated with their
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production given household resource constraints

(Berk

1980).
Important for the current work is the crucial insight
that decisions about employment and family life are not
made by isolated individuals,

but are made in the context

of a decision-making unit where interconnected,

related

persons act collectively in ways to produce optimal well
being.1

Decisions are made by larger units of related

individuals to maximize utility and to minimize risks to
the unit itself.

Furthermore,

households may employ

maximization strategies that diversify their labor
participation and employment scheduling in ways individuals
cannot.

For example, members of households may participate

in multiple employment strategies to meet the well-being of
its unit.

The key point for the current work is that

decisions about diversification are made within the
household unit among its members,

given the opportunity and

labor market structures.
In the context of household decision-making,

I expect

to observe families participating in certain employment and
family strategies in ways that maximize the well-being of
the unit.

More specifically,

families make joint decisions

4Massey et. al. (1987; 1993) applies this approach as
it relates to household migration decisions.
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about flexible employment within the household unit and
they engage in flexible employment as a family adaptive
strategy.

Below I address the literature on defining and

applying the concept of family adaptive strategy.
Family Adaptive Strategies
Both historians and sociologists alike have employed
the concept of family adaptive strategy in their work,

and

scholars from both traditions have noted concerns about the
usefulness,

conceptualization,

with the approach

and measurement associated

(see Cornell 1987; Moen and Wethington

1992; Smith 1987; Tilly 1987; Tilly and Scott 1978).
Below,

I discuss the relevance of family adaptive

strategies for my work on flexible employment.

Then,

I

address key concerns associated with this approach.
In the present research,

I link the concept of family

adaptive strategy to the literature on the household
economy by hypothesizing that flexible employment is a
family adaptive strategy households engage in to produce
optimal household utility.

Moen and Wethington

(1992)

define family strategies as ” ... actions families devise
for coping with,

if not overcoming,

the challenges of

living and for achieving their goals in the face of
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structural barriers."5

In this sense,

flexible employment

is a strategy dual-earner households use to cope with and
overcome restrictions placed upon their time and space by
work and family in order to achieve optimal well-being.
Household well-being is increased by releasing strict
constraints on work scheduling and work location so as to
increase quality and quantity time spent attending to
family needs.

Therefore,

individual maximization,

the question is no longer one of
but it has been reframed to focus

on household maximization.
reframing,

As a result of this theoretical

researchers have noted a number of concerns.

These difficulties include debates about units and levels
of analysis.

I address these concerns below.

Understanding Family Adaptive Strategies
The first concern associated with the use of the
concept family adaptive strategy is selecting the
appropriate unit of analysis and addressing the assumptions
related to this unit choice.

Moen and Wethington

(1992)

suggest that linking family adaptive strategies to the
household economy is perhaps one of the most fruitful
approaches

(e.g.,

Horan and Hargis 1991;

Robinson 1993).

'Goldin (1981) defines family strategy as ''...a set of
interrelated family decisions involving economic and
demographic variables."
This definition also focuses
attention to the family unit as the key for understanding
social and economic outcomes.
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This implies that the household or family is the key level
of interest.

In this way,

the family adaptive strategy is

the outcome of an intra-household decision-making process,
rather than the isolated,

rational choice of individuals.

In research stemming from the above perspective,
and Hargis

(1991)

Horan

demonstrate the utility of considering

the family as the key unit of analysis.

When predicting

labor market outcomes of children at the turn of the
century,

they found that family economy variables

wife's employment,

(e.g.,

family size, household head's income)

had pronounced effects on children's labor market outcomes
at the household level,

net of local and regional controls.

This research suggests the importance of considering the
family context and the family decision-making process in
shaping the labor market outcomes of its members.
Some scholars question the implicit assumption that
the family acts as if it were an individual making
strategic decisions for the good of the unit as a whole
(Smith 1987).

Thus,

a second and related issue associated

with family adaptive strategies reflects the debate about
individual versus household maximization.

Smith

(1987) and

others point out that decisions at the household level do
not always benefit the unit as an entity but may maximize
satisfaction of an individual member.

In other words,
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seemingly apparent strategies may not emerge because all
family members agree it is optimal

(Hareven 1991), but

because they benefit a key power holder often the male
partner

(Quick and Moen 1999).

That certain members of

family units have more power than others in decision-making
has been the subject of many studies in recent decades
(Bielby and Bielby 1992; Hartmann 1981).
Cornell

(1987)

offers a solution to the

inconsistencies produced by conceptualizing the household
as a solitary unit making all decisions to benefit the
whole.

She suggests that researchers conceptualize the

family as a group of interrelated persons with both
individual and collective interests rather than a unitary,
undifferentiated entity.
argues,

These individual interests,

she

may both conflict or conjoin.

Current research suggests this is a useful direction
to move in when considering family strategies.

For example,

research consistently shows that when family decisions
made,

are

it is more often the wife that gives in ways to

accommodate the family,

net of occupational and income

differences between the two
and Moen 1999).

(Bielby and Bielby 1992; Quick

This means that traditional gender role

behaviors and preferences may outweigh concerns for the
family economy and that individuals,

especially men, ma y

32

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

consider their own interest independent of the family
unit's well-being.
Moen and her colleagues have demonstrated the
importance of considering the couple as a key decision
making unit and how gender operates within the decision
making unit to shape outcomes

(Moen 1998).

research of couple's careers,

Han and Moen

In their
(1999)

reported

that the process by which men and women select into career
pathways is sex-specific in ways that advantage men with
respect to their career orderliness and upward mobility.
Over the life course,

they found that distinct gendered

processes channel women into less stable,

less promising,

and less continuous jobs and men into more favorable and
orderly career trajectories.
Quick and Moen's

(1999) work revealed the dynamics of

the above decision-making process among working couples.
Career trajectories of couples were tightly interwoven and
more often competing than parallel.

Men's careers were

better off when they were married to a homemaking spouse,
but certain family attributes were critical for
understanding women's work continuity.

Having children

reduced women's employment continuity,

but having children

earlier in life increased continuity.

These findings lead

Quick and Moen to conclude that having only one member of

33

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

the couple with an upwardly mobile career is a family
adaptive strategy that households may engage in to manage
work and family responsibilities.

As a result,

couples

participate in a "zero-sum game" where work and family
responsibilities mean that one partner sacrifices
significantly on the career front to manage the home front
(Han and Moen 1999).

Taken together,

these studies point

out the dynamics of employment and family decisions among
couples and the crucial links that exist between both
partners.
The above findings highlight the importance of
considering the household as the key unit of analysis,

and

they describe ways in which family decision-making
processes between spouses are shaped by traditional ideas
about gender roles. The results demonstrate the salience of
considering the way gender and spousal characteristics
stratify employment participation and reflect specific
family adaptive strategies.

Building on this work,

I

present a conceptual framework for understanding household
participation in flexible employment in the next section.
Conceptual Framnw o r k : Flexible Employment
ap » Family Strategy
Conceptually,

I view households as flexible units that

strategize about new ways to improve family, personal,
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and

economic well-being.

These strategies are the mechanisms

by which families are able to adapt to the shifting needs
and demands that accompany life course transitions,
changes,

and other key life events.

For example,

career

dual

earner households may adapt to their domestic and work
demands by selecting flexibility in employment scheduling.
Flexible work scheduling is often negotiated by
household partners and decided on jointly in ways that
maximize the personal and economic benefits to the family
and minimize risks.

All of these employment outcomes occur

in a context in which husbands and wives make joint
decisions about their career trajectories,
obligations,
Therefore,

their family

and personal and community commitments.

it is essential to consider both spousal and

family characteristics to understand this joint decision
making process.
Figure 3.1 describes the major components that
influence families'
employment.

decisions to participate in flexible

I identify three sets of relationships within

which these decisions are embedded.
family caretaking responsibilities,

Spousal attributes,
and other household

characteristics all influence flexible work outcomes for
U.S.

families.

Below,

I elaborate upon how these three

components affect family decisions to participate in
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Spousal Attributes
Wife's occupational position
Husband's occupational position
W ife and hu s b a n d ' s relative
occu p a t i o n a l p o s i t i o n

Family Adaptive Strategy
Flexible Employment Outcomes:

Family Caretaking
Responsibilities

Co

Presence and age of children
Presence of elderly relative

Other Household Attributes
Couple's age, education,
and ethnicity

Wife participates in flexible
work
Husband participates in flexible
work
Both spouse's participate in
flexible work
Versus: Households in which
neither spouse participates in
type of flexible work under

race

Residence in global city

Figure 3.1 Conceptual Model for Understanding Family Participation in Flexible
Employment Strategies

various forms of flexible work arrangements by explicitly
stating my expectations.
I define four distinct types of flexible work
arrangements in households:

(1) when only the wife

participates in flexible employment;

(2) when only the

husband participates in flexible employment;
participate in flexible work; and

(3) when both

(4) when neither the

husband nor the wife engage in workplace flexibility of the
type under consideration.
Hypotheses
Flexible employment is increasingly available to large
segments of the U.S. workforce,

and is often perceived as

(and portrayed by employers as)

family friendly,

or

flexible in ways that help meet the dual demands of work
and family.

Therefore,

arrangements of U.S.

I examine flexible work

households to elaborate and understand

the complex relationship between family and employment
responsibilities.

I use multivariate logistic regression

techniques to explore the various constraints to
participation in flexible employment,

and expect that

workplace flexibility varies with household-level
characteristics such as family dependence,
attributes,

spousal

and other household features.
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Family Caretaking Responsibilities
Participation in flexible employment is a function of
household dependence.

Therefore,

it varies by parenting

stage of households and by other relevant caregiving
characteristics of household members.
H;:

The more child dependence in the household the
more likely is flexible employment participation.

H~:

The above relationship will hold for all forms of
flexible employment and will be especially
prominent for homework and self-employment,
because they provide the most temporal and
spatial flexibility.

H 3:

At the household level, the relationship between
child dependence and flexible employment will be
strongest in models predicting wife's flexible
employment status and joint flexible employment
strategies for two reasons.
First, because women
continue to be the primary domestic caregivers,
wives will be more likely than husbands to use
flexible work to mediate multiple demands.
Second, in households where both spouses are
participating in some form of flexibility, other
family factors must outweigh the costs associated
with both spouses' decisions to forgo some degree
of career advancement.
These families are likely
to give primary importance to family over work
lives, and the relationship between family
dependence and flexible work participation will
be more pronounced in these households.

H..:

At the individual level, child dependence will
increase the likelihood of flexible employment
for women, but not necessarily for men, because
women are more likely than men to face
traditional dual demands from work and family.

The effect for the presence of an elderly relative in
the household is less certain.
dependent and needs care,

If the elderly relative is

then I expect the same effects as
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those outlined for child dependents.

However,

an elderly

relative in the household may require far less caretaking
than children.

Therefore,

their presence may not require

an increased amount of time on the part of couples'

and may

not prompt participation in flexible work strategies.
Soousal Attributes
The linkages betv/een the family and career paths of
husbands and wives over the life course are clearly
documented.

Accordingly,

I consider both the absolute and

relative occupational statuses of both spouses.
Absolute occupational status will affect flexible
employment in the following ways:
H5:

The higher the absolute levels of occupational
status, the more likely is flexible employment
participation.

H6:

This relationship will hold for all forms of
flexible employment except for part-time work.
The effect of occupational status on the
likelihood of part-time work will be less clear,
because part-time work is often associated with
lower status service occupations.

Relative levels of occupational status will help us
understand the exchange between husbands and wives

(i.e.,

the difference between husband and wife's occupational
status and how it influences who in the household will
adjust their work schedules to attend to family and other
household concerns.)

I expect:
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H 7:

The greater the wife's occupational status
relative to her husband's the more likely her
family will depend on her maximizing her income.
In this scenario, she will be less likely to be
the one to "give" on the family front and adjust
her work schedule for family demands.
Husbands
in these households will be more likely
participate in flexible employment.

Other Household Attributes
Research clearly documents the importance of human
capital,

demographic,

and geographic attributes when

understanding employment patterns.

Therefore,

H s:

Non-white couples will be less likely to
participate in flexible employment compared to
their white counterparts.

H 9:

Because age is often associated with increased
work experience and tenure that are often
necessary for flexible employment, the higher the
age the more likely is flexible employment
participation.

H 10:

The greater the couples' educational level, the
more likely is household flexible employment
participation.

H ;1:

Households in larger cities and labor markets
will have a greater likelihood of participation
in flexible employment because their opportunity
structure offers higher levels of access to
flexibility than smaller cities and towns.
Conclusion

In this chapter,

I have elaborated upon my conceptual

model for understanding families participation in flexible
employment and have documented the theoretical
underpinnings of a household-level approach.
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Following

these arguments,

I outlined my hypotheses and general

expectations for the analysis.

In the next chapter,

I

describe the data and methods I employed in my analysis.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA AMD METHODS
Data
Data for the empirical analyses will be taken from the
M a y 1 9 9 7 Current Population Survey

(CPS): Mu l t i p l e Job

H o l d i n g an d Work S che dules supplement conducted by the

United States Bureau of the Census for the Bureau of Labor
Statistics

(U.S. Bureau of the Census,

1997).

The CPS is a

representative probability sample of approximately 57,000
households.

The May 1997 supplement collected data on work

schedules and labor force activity of respondents as well
as important demographic characteristics such as race,
ethnicity,

age,

education,

marital status, and other

household-level characteristics.
From my perspective,
key features.

First,

the May 1997 CPS data have two

they are noteworthy because they

allow for more precise definitions of flexible forms of
work than past data.

They provide rich and detailed

information on a variety of flexible work options.
example,

For

the CPS collects detailed information on the

number of hours worked,
flextime statuses.

class of worker,

Secondly,

and homework and

the large size of the CPS

data makes it particularly useful for detailed analyses of
the various dimensions of workplace flexibility
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(e.g.,

because homeworkers are a relatively small group, detailed
analyses cannot be completed with smaller datasets).
Sample
For the first part of the analysis,

I selected a

sample that contains all respondents between the ages of 15
and 64 who were at work during the survey reference week
and were in the supplement universe.6

The resulting sample

size is 50,386 persons.
For the second part of my analysis,
sample of all married,

I selected a

dual-earner couples in which both

partners were under the age of 65, at work during the
survey reference week,

and in the supplement universe.

This produced a sample size of 12,129 couples.
Measures
As discussed in Chapter 3, many studies measure
flexible employment at the individual level rather than
considering it as a household strategy.

My main objective

is to is to demonstrate the utility of a household-level
approach compared to an individual-level approach.
Therefore,

I conduct two sets of analyses - one with the

individual as the unit of analysis and a second with the

Respondents are in the supplement universe if they
are employed and also answered the work schedules
supplement which contains questions about the respondent's
employment scheduling.
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household as the unit of analysis.

A second objective of

this study is to comprehensively examine a wide range of
flexible alternatives in the workplace and to assess the
extent to which they represent family-friendly work
arrangements.

Below,

I describe how I measure the

dependent and independent variables for both sets of
analyses,

comparing differences from models using

individual-level data to models using household-level data.
Dependent: Variables
For both analyses,
work outcomes:

I identify four possible flexible

flextime work,

self-employment.

homework, part-time work,

and

I code workers as homeworkers if they

reported receiving compensation for work done at home
(rather than those who did spillover work at home).7

I

code flextime work status as a 1 if workers have the
ability to make changes in their work day,

0 otherwise.=

’Homework status is measured by analyzing responses to
a series of questions.
First, respondents were asked, "As
part of this [primary] job, do you do any of the work at
home?"
If yes, then respondents were asked about
compensation.
The question was "Do you have a formal
arrangement with your employer to be paid for the work that
you do at home, or were you just taking work home from your
job?"
Respondents who answered yes were considered
homeworkers (see U.S. Bureau of the Census 1997).
eFlextime work status is measured by analyzing
responses the question, "Do you have flexible work hours
that allow you to vary or make changes in the time you
begin and end work?"
(see U.S. Bureau of the Census 1997).
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Part-time workers are coded as 1 if they usually work
between 1 and 34

hours at their main job, 0 otherwise.

Self-employed workers are coded 1 if they work for profit
in their own business,

profession,

or farm.

Finally,

traditional workers are workers without schedule
flexibility of the type under consideration.
After each individual is classified accordingly,

I

create household-level measures of participation in
flexible employment for the second stage of the analysis.
There are three overall types of household strategies
involving flexible employment participation:
participation in flexible employment;

wife's

husband's

participation in

flexible employment; both spouses'

participation in

flexible employment; and, both spouses

traditional workers

(the referent).

are

To explore which types

of flexibility offer households the most family
accommodating alternative,

I consider each form of

flexibility separately and classify each household
according to their participation in the type of flexibility
under consideration

(See Table 4.1 for a full list of

dependent variables employed in the analyses).
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Table 4 .1 Flexible Employment St ra te g i e s at the
Individual and Household Levels

Panel A: Individual Level Measures
Flextime vs. no flextime
Homework vs . no homework
Part-time work vs. no part-time work
Self-employment vs. no self-employment
Panel B: Household Strateoies
Flextime
Wife only participates
Husband only participates
Both spouses participate
Homework
Wife only participates
Husband only participates
Both spouses participate
Part-time work
Wife only participates
Husband only participates
Both spouses participate
Self-employment
Wife only participates
Husband only participates
Both spouses participate

vs .
households
without flextime

vs .
households
without homework

vs .
households
without parttime work
vs .
households
without selfemolovment
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Key Independent Variables
Family Careaivina Measures
Because my hypotheses suggest that levels of
careaiving in households will be especially relevant when
predicting the likelihood of household participation in
flexible employment,

I include measures for the presence

and age of children and elderly members in the household.
To measure the presence of children,

I elaborate on earlier

work by specifying a set of dummy variables that capture
the complete range of child care needs of families:
no children
children,

(referent category),

years old.

having only preschool

having only school-aged children

ages of 6-18),

having

(between the

and having preschool and children aged 6-18

To measure elder care,

I code a dummy variable

where 1 represents the presence of an elderly relative in
the household over the age of 65,
the individual-level models,

0 otherwise.

Finally,

in

I include a measure for

respondent's marital status, where one indicates the
respondent is married, with spouse present and zero
otherwise.
Occupational Status
Research documents a clear link between occupational
status and employment outcomes.

To capture these effects on

the likelihood of flexible employment,

I include measures
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for respondent's occupational status.
respondents'

I measure

occupational status using Nam-Powers-Terrie

occupational status scores

(Terrie and Nam 1994).5

These

occupational status scores rank occupations hierarchically
based upon the median income and occupation in each
occupational grouping.

The scores range from zero to 100

and may be interpreted as the "...approximate percentage of
persons in the population in occupations having combined
average levels of education and income below that for the
given occupation"

(Terrie and Nam 1994, p . 3) .:c

I enter

continuous measures for absolute levels of occupational
status scores in both individual and household-level
models.
Because earlier studies show the importance of
considering the effects of spousal attributes on couples'
employment paths over time,

and because I expect the

difference between the husband's and wife's occupational
statuses will directly affect household decisions regarding

9The major advantage to using the Nam-Powers-Terrie
occupational status index is that unlike other socio
economic status measures, it does not rely on subjective
judgements regarding prestige levels of occupations as
evaluated by respondents. The Nam-Powers-Terrie
occupational status index is computed using objective
Census data on median earnings and education in each
occupational grouping.
"Terrie and Nam (1994) provides a complete tabulation
of all 1980 and 1990 occupational status scores.
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work and family boundaries

(e.g., who takes care of

children and household responsibilities,

who sacrifices at

work),I compute a relative measure of occupational status
(Quick and Moen 1999).

I include this measure only in the

household-level analysis.
To compute this difference measure,

I first created a

continuous measure of the difference between wife's
occupational status score and husband's occupational status
score

(i.e., wife's occupational status minus husband's

occupational status).

Then,

of this continuous measure,

using the standard deviation
I created five categorical

measures of the relative difference in couple's
occupational status:

(1) husband has some more occupational

status than wife;

(2) husband has much more occupational

status than wife;

(3) husband and wife have similar levels

of occupational status;

(4) wife has some more occupational

status than husband; and,

(5) wife has much more

occupational status than husband.

Traditional households

in which the husband has more occupational status than the
wife

(Category 1) is the reference category. ::

;:The continuous difference measure was normally
distributed with a standard deviation of 28.8.
Using this
standard deviation, couples with similar occupational
statuses fall within one-quarter standard deviation from
zero(e.g., scores range from -7.2 to 7.2). Couples in which
the husband or wife has some more status have scores
ranging from one-quarter to three-quarters standard
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Other Independent Variables
Research has shown that human capital and demographic
characteristics affect employment outcomes.

For example,

theories of human capital suggest that work experience and
education increase the negotiating power of workers.
Therefore,

workers with more education and experience may

be better able to negotiate for higher income,

promotions,

and other benefits such as flexible work options.

Other

research documents the discriminatory employment outcomes
of many race and ethnic groups in the labor market.
therefore,

include measures for human capital and

demographic characteristics as controls,
ethnicity,

age,

such as race and

and education.

To capture the effects of age,
analysis

I,

in the household-level

I classify each couple into the following

categories according to their average age: age 15 to 24
(the referent),

age 25 to 34, age 35 to 44,

and age 55 to 64.12

I measure couples'

age 45 to 54,

educational level

as four dummy variables: both spouses have less than or

deviation from the similar category, from -7.3 to -28.8 for
husbands with some more status and from 7.3 to 28.8 for
wives.
Finally, couples in which either the husband or the
wife has significantly more status fall over three-quarters
of a deviation from zero.
'•'For the individual-level analysis, each respondent
is classified into the same categories listed above based
on his or her age.
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equal to a high school degree

(the reference catego r y ),

both spouses have some college or more,

husband only has

some college or more, wife only has some college or more.-3
I recode race and ethnicity into six categories and
classify couples accordingly:
(the reference category),

non-Hispanic White couple

non-Hispanic Black couple,

Hispanic Asian couple, Other non-Hispanic couple,
couple,

non-

Hispanic

and mixed race/ethnic couple.1'

Because I expect the geographic context to affect the
household's access to and participation in flexible forms
of employment,

I include a measure for whether or not the

family resides in a global city,
otherwise.

where 1 equals yes and 0

A global city is defined as a city in which the

population is greater than two million

(Sassen 1991;

Stanback and Noyelie 1982). 15

13In the individual-level models, I use the following
individual-level measure of education and classify each
respondent accordingly:
less than high school (the
reference category), completed high school only, has some
college, received a college degree or more
:4In the individual-level models, I classify
respondents into the following categories: white, nonHispanic (the referent), Black, non-Hispanic, Asian, nonHispanic, Other, non-Hispanic, and Hispanic.
15See Appendix Table 1 for a listing of global cities
and their 1990 population.
51

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Analytic Strategy
Individual-Level Analysis
My analysis has two major parts.

First,

I consider

flexible employment outcomes at the individual level.
this part of the analysis,

In

I begin by describing the

distribution of flexible workers in the U.S. labor force,
or the extent to which U.S. workers are participating in
flexible work in the late 1990s.

Then,

I describe the

attributes of the workers engaging in each type of flexibl
employment compared to those workers not participating in
the form of flexible work under consideration.

These

descriptions shed light upon how the demographic,

family

and geographical characteristics of workers vary across
flexible employment states.
Finally,

in the multivariate analysis I conduct a

series of logistic regressions predicting each of the four
forms of flexibility separately.16

Therefore,

I predict

the individual's log odds of flexible work as a function o
demographic,

family,

baseline model takes
P r (FEt)i

and goegraphic characteristics. The
the following form:
=

ct + P iXi +

Ui +

£1

(i )

16I run separate analyses for each category of
flexible employment because they are not mutually
exclusive.
Workers may be more than one type of flexible
worker.
52

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

where
(FEt)i

=

1 if the ith individual participates in
flexible work of type t, where

t indicates

the type of flexible employment strategy in
which the individual participates,

and 0

otherwise;
Xi

= the vector of family caregiving
characteristics related to flexible work
participation;

Ui

= the vector of occupational,

demographic, and

geographic attributes related to flexible
work participation;
Si

and,

= error term.

This model allows me to evaluate the overall effects of
family characteristics,

P , on the likelihood of workers'

participation in flexible employment.

Next,

to determine

if family attributes affect flexible employment differently
for men and women,

I conduct an interaction analysis.

this part of the analysis,

In

I interact sex with the measures

for the presence and age of children and the presence of an
elderly relative.

I present findings from both standard

interaction models and within-groups interactions models.
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Household-Level Analysis
In the second part of the analysis,
employment at the household level.

I explore flexible

I focus particularly on

dual-earner couples and consider how the family and spousal
characteristics of households affect the decisions and
exchanges surrounding couples career and employment
outcomes.

I begin the analysis by describing the

distribution of flexible employment among U.S.
Next,

households.

I outline key findings from bivariate statistics

describing the characteristics of households engaging in
the various forms of flexible employment.

I specifically

focus on how these characteristics vary across spousal
participation and across the various types of flexible
employment scheduling.
In the multivariate analysis,

I conduct a series of

multinomial logistic regression for each of the four
flexible employment states.

The baseline model takes the

following form:
P r (FEt)i =

a

+ piUi + Xi + Yi +

£1

(2)

where
(FEt)i

= 1 if the ith household participates in
flexible work of type t, where t indicates
the type of flexible employment strategy in
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which the household participates,

and 0

otherwise;
Ui

= the vector of family caregiving
characteristics related to flexible work
participation;

Xi

= a vector of spousal attributes related to
flexible work participation;

Yi

= a vector of the demographic and human
capital characteristics of the couple,

£i

and,

= error term.
Conclusion

In this chapter,

I have described the data and methods

I employ to test hypotheses outlined in Chapter 3.

I have

operationalized all variables used in the following
analyses,

both at the household and individual levels.

the next chapter,

In

I summarize findings from bivariate and

multivariate analyses of flexible employment at the
individual level.
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CHAPTER 5
FLEXIBLE EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS AMONG U.S. WORKERS:
INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL ANALYSES
I begin this chapter by presenting descriptive
statistics for all of the key variables in the individuallevel analysis.

I first present the distributions

forms of flexible employment in the U.S.
Next,

for four

labor force.

I describe the characteristics of flexible workers,

focusing on the bivariate relationship between family
caregiving responsibilities and flexible work.

Finally,

I

present findings from multivariate analyses of flexible
work at the individual level.

I describe what factors

affect flexible employment and how these processes differ
by sex.
Bivariate Findings
Prevalence of Flexible Employment
Table 5.1 shows the percentage distribution of
flexible workers in the U.S. labor force in 1997.

Flextime

work is the most prevalent of all flexible work strategies.
Over one-third of all workers have the ability to vary the
start and stop times of their work day.

With respect to

part-time work, approximately 18 percent of workers are
participating in reduced hours scheduling where they work
less than 35 hours per week at their main job.
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Finally,

Table 5.1.

Percentage Distribution of Flexible Workers,
1997

Panel A: Flextime work
Fl ex t i me worker
No flextime
Total

%
34 .7
65.3
100 .0

N
17,800
32,586
50,386

Panel B: Homework
Ho me w o rk e r
No h o me wo r k
T otal

8.2
91.8
100.0

4,410
45, 976
50,386

Panel C: Part-time work
P a r t- t im e work
No p ar t - t i m e p a r t i c i p a t i o n
Total

17 .9
82. 1
100 .0

9, 207
41,179
50,386

Panel D: S el f- employment
S e l f - e m p l o ye d
No s e l f -e mp lo ym e nt
T o tal
* Note: Percentages are w e i g h t e d
Source:

CPS,

10.2
5,508
89.8
44,878
100.0
50,386
to a p p r o x i m a t e population.

May 1997
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homework and self-employment,

arguably the most flexible

work strategies in terms of both spatial and temporal
flexibility,

are the least prevalent forms of workplace

flexibility available to workers.

Around eight percent of

workers work at least part of their time at home for pay
and 10 percent of the labor force is self-employed.
In sum,

some forms of flexibility are more widespread

and more accessible to workers while others remain limited
with respect to participation.

Below,

I present key

findings from bivariate statistics that shed light upon
which group of workers has greater access to the various
dimensions of workplace flexibility and why some workers
may elect to participate.
Background Characteristics
In this section,

I begin by describing who among

workers is more likely to participate in flexible
employment.

In terms of background and demographic

features of the flexible work force, participation is
selective along sex,

race and ethnic,

occupational lines.

Furthermore,

age, educational and

the degree to which this

selection occurs varies by the type of flexible employment.
With respect to sex differences,

Table 5.2 shows that

men and women have similar rates of participation in
flextime and homework, with women just slightly less likely

58

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Table 5.2:Descriptive Statistics For Flexible Workers:1997
Flextime
Flextime
Backaround
Sex
Male
Female

No
flextime

Homework
Homework

No
homework

Part -time
PartNo parttime
time

Self- employment
SelfNo selfemployed
employment

36.1
33.1

63.9
66.9

8.4
8.1

91.6
91.9

10.4
27 .7

89.6
72.3

12.6
7.5

87.4
92.5

37.7
23.0
34.8
33.7
24.0

62.3
76.2
65.2
66.3
76.0

9.8
2.7
5.5
7.3
3.1

90.1
97.3
94.5
92.7
96.9

18.3
15.2
18.3
20.2
16.8

81.7
84.8
81.7
79.8
83.2

11.7
3.4
11.0
9.2
5.9

88.3
96.6
89.0
90.8
94.1

31.0
33.3
36.1
35.5
39.1

69.0
66.7
63.9
64.5
60.9

2.2
6.7
9.8
10.6
12.4

97.8
93.3
90.2
89.4
87.6

44.3
12.7
12.6
11.8
18.2

55.7
87.3
87.4
88.2
81.8

2.7
7.0
13.8
18.5

97.3
93.0
88.2
06.2
81.5

25.9
29.1
36.0
44.9

74.1
70.9
64.0
55.1

3.4
6.2
8.2
13.3

96.6
93.8
91.8
86.7

34.2
14.6
19.3
11.9

65.8
85.4
80.7
88.1

7.5
9.8
9.8
12.6

95.5
90.2
90.2
87.4

36.6
32.3

63.4
67.7

10.4
5.2

09.5
94.8

13.7
23.5

86.3
76.5

13.0
6.4

87.0
93.6

35.2
33.1
34.4
35.2

64.8
66.9
65.6
64.8

8.7
8.9
8.1
8.1

91.3
91.1
91.9
91.9

15.8
18.1
24 .0
14.5

84.2
81.9
76.0
85.5

9.2
10.8
10.2
10.4

90.8
89.2
89.8
89.6

17.4
17.9

02. 6
82. 1

8.6
10.3

91.4
89.7

34.8
16.9
10.3
9.2

65.2
83.1
89.7
90.8

7.2
9.6
11.4
12.8

92.8
90.4
88.6
87.2

17.0
18.5
9,207

83.0
81.5
41, 179

9.9
10.4
5, 508

90.1
89.6
44,878

Race/Ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic
Black, non-Hispanic
Asian, non-Hispanic
Other, non-Hispanic
Hispanic

Age
Age
Age
Age
Age
Age

15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64

11.8

Education
No h.s. degree
H.S. degree
Some college
College plus
Family Characteristics
Marital Status
Married
Not married
Presence of Children
No children
Preschool children only
Preschool and ages 6-18
Children ages 6-18 only

Presence of elderly
71.5
5.4
94.6
Elderly relative present
28.5
91.7
8.3
35.0
65.0
No elderly relative
Occupational Status
27.4
72.6
4.1
95.9
1“ quartile
28.7
6.0
94 .0
71.3
2M quartile
90.1
38.0
62.0
9.9
3'“ quartile
87, 1
54.7
45.3
12.9
4in quartile
Geographic Size
35.4
64.6
8.5
91.5
Global city
65.7
91.9
34.2
8.1
No global city
4,410
17,800
32,586
45,976
Total
• Note: Percentages ate weighted to approximate population, Ns are unweighted.
Source:

crs,

May

1997

than men to participate in flextime

(e.g.,

36 percent of

men versus 33 percent of women are flextime worke r s ) .
These similar rates of participation,
across all dimension of flexible work.

however,

do not hold

Women are much more

likely to be part-time workers than their male counterparts
(28 percent compared to 10 percent respectively), but women
are less likely to be self-employed than men.
Approximately 13 percent of men are self-employed compared
to only seven percent of women.
Race and ethnic background also matters for
participation in flexible work, but unlike the effect for
sex, the differences are consistent across all dimensions
of flexibility.

As expected, white non-Hispanic workers

are the most likely to participate in flexible employment.
With only one exception,

whites are more likely to be

flexible workers than any other race or ethnic group.
Furthermore, Asians follow closely behind whites'
participation in flexible work.

For example,

rates of

38 percent of

whites and 35 percent of Asians do at least some work at
home for pay.

Whites and Asians have identical rates of

part-time work

(around 18 percent)

of self-employment

and very similar rates

(11.7 versus 11 percent,

respectively).

The second finding with respect to race is that Black nonHispanic and Hispanic workers are consistently less likely
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than other groups to do all forms of flexible work
including part-time work.
Flexible workers are also distinguished by their age,
educational,

and occupational statuses.

The relationship

between age and flexible employment does vary across the
type of flexible work.

As age increases so do the rates of

participation in flextime,
For example,

homework,

and self-employment.

participation in homework jumps from two

percent among workers between the ages of 15 and 24 years
of age to 12.4 percent among workers aged 55 to 64.

Part-

time work, however,

shows a different relationship with

age.

both older and younger workers are more

In this case,

likely to participate in part-time work than their middleaged counterparts.
Finally,

education and occupational status show a

similar pattern in that flextime,

homework,

and self-

employment participation rates increase with education and
occupational status.

Part-time work,

shows a reverse pattern,

on the other hand,

where less educated workers have

much higher rates of participation than their college
educated counterparts

(34 percent of those without a high

school degree do part-time work compared to only 12 percent
of college educated workers).

Moreover,

workers with lower

occupational status are the most likely to participate in
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part-time work

(35 percent of workers in the lowest status

quartile compared to almost 10 percent participation among
those with the highest occupational status levels).
Family Caregiving Responsibilities
Flexible workers are clearly distinguished by their
family characteristics.

Married workers have higher rates

of participation in flextime,

homework,

and self-employment

than their non-married counterparts, but are less likely to
engage in part-time work.

Having children also influences

the rates of flexible work participation among U.S.
workers.

Rates of participation in flexible work varies by

both the presence and age of the children,
part-time workers.

especially among

For example, workers with preschool

children and children between the ages of 6 and 18 have the
highest rates of participation in part-time work,
by those with preschool children only

followed

(24 percent of

workers with preschool children and children aged 6 to 18,
and 18 percent of workers with preschool children, do parttime work compared to around 16 percent of workers without
children).
Children matter to a lesser extent for flextime,
homework,

and self-employment rates.

Workers with older

children and those without children have the highest rates
of flextime participation.

Moreover,

workers with
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preschool children have higher participation rates in selfemployment followed by workers with both preschool and
older children and workers with older children.

Finally,

homework participation varies slightly with the presence
and age of children.

Workers with preschool children have

the highest rates of homework compared to those workers
without children or those with children in other age
categories.
Those workers with the presence of an elderly relative
have lower rates of flexible employment participation
compared to those workers without these responsibilities.
This finding contrasts with the expectation that workers
with greater domestic and family burdens would be the most
likely groups to engage in workplace flexibility.

It

remains to be seen if this pattern holds in the
multivariate context,

net of relevant controls.

Multivariate Findings
Background Characteristics
Table 5.3 presents results from models that predict
the likelihood of the four types of flexible employment
defined earlier.

In these models,

I document the baseline

effects of key demographic and family variables related to
employment scheduling.

With respect to background

characteristics, the findings in Models 1 through 4
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Table 5.3:

Logistic R e gression
Forms of Work:

Predicting

1997___________________

Flextime
versus
no flextime
(1)
SE
b
Background Characteristics
Sex (ref=male)
Race/Ethnicity (ref=white,nonHispanic)
Black, non-Hispanic
Asian, non-Hispanic
Other, non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Age (ref- age 15-24)
Age 24-34
Age 35-44
Age 45-54
Age 55-64
Education (ref=no h.s. degree)
High school degree only
Some College
College degree plus
Family Characteristics
Married (ref^not currently
married)
Presence of Children (ref=none)
Preschool children only
Preschool and ages 6-18
Children ages 6-18 only
Presence of elderly relative
(ref=none)
Occupational Status
Occupational Status Score
Geoaraohv
Global city (ref= not global)
Intercept
N
-2Log-L
•p<.10, **p<.05
Source: CPS,

May 1997

Individual's L i k e l i h o o d of Flexible

-0.13**

0.02

-0.53“
-0.19**
-0.01
-0.45**

0.03
0.05
0.12
0.04

-0.14“
-0.05
0.09“
0.13“

Homework
versus
no homework
(2)
b
SE
0.02

Part-time
versus
no part-time
(3)
SE
b

Self-employment
versus
no self-employment
(4 )
b
SE

0,03

1.35“

0.03

-0.54“

0.03

-1.15“
-0.72**
-0.04
-0.88**

0.09
0.11
0.21
0.09

-0.56**
-0.12*
-0.06
-0.61“

0.04
0.07
0.15
0.05

-1.18“
-0.05
-0.15
-0.60**

0.08
0.08
0.19
0.06

0.03
0.03
0.04
0.04

0.71“
1.07**
1.17“
1.43“

0.09
0.09
0.09
0.10

-1.39“
-1.53“
-1.47**
-0.78**

0.04
0.04
0.05
0.05

0.79“
1.33“
1.52“
1.87**

0.08
0.08
0.08
0.09

-0.02
0.22“
0.38“

0.03
0.04
0.04

0.12
0.37“
0.58**

0.08
0.08
0.08

-0.70**
-0.18**
-0.02

0.04
0.04
0.05

0.00

0.02

0.25**

0.04

-0.00

0.03

0.26“

0.04

0.07**
0.07“
0.05“
-0.21“

0.03
0.04
0.02
0.05

0.26“
0.31“
0.05
-0.31“

0.06
0.06
0.04
0.11

0.13**
0.50“
0.64“
0.11

0.05
0.05
0.03
0.07

0.15“
0.24**
0.03
-0.16*

0.06
0.06
0.03
0.09

0.80“

0.04

0.92**

0.08

-2.29**

0.06

0. 33“

0.07

0.03

0.02

0.04

0.03

0.08**

0.03

-0.02

0.03

0.04

-3.38“
50,386
31,092.824

0.08

-1.04
50,386
63,185.94

0.04

-4.34**
50,386
26,692.845

0.10

-0.05
50,386
38,177.927

-0.06
-0.03
-0.02

0.06
0.06
0.06

document that flexible employment is selective in a number
of ways.

Results show that being female decreases the

likelihood of participation in flextime and selfemployment,

but considerably raises the chances of

participation in part-time work.

However,

was not significant in the homework model,

the sex effect
suggesting that

men and women are equally likely to work at home for pay.
Consistent with the bivariate statistics presented
earlier,

race and ethnicity,

age, education,

and

occupational status are important for understanding
flexible employment patterns among U.S. workers.

Although

being a white non-Hispanic worker raises the likelihood of
working in most forms of flexible employment compared to
non-white groups, we see that a few exceptions to this
general rule hold.

First,

other non-Hispanics do not

differ significantly from whites in their flexible
employment participation.

Second, Asians are comparable to

whites in the propensity to be self-employed.
Among other background controls,

the relationship

between worker's age and flexible employment performs as
expected.

For the most part,

15 and 24 years of age,

being older raises the likelihoods

of participation in flextime,
employment,

relative to workers between

homework,

and self-

but consistently lowers the probability of
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participation in part-time work.

Furthermore,

the

multivariate results confirm the bivariate findings
regarding education and occupational status.-'
example,
school,

For

compared to those completing less than high
having some college or more raises the chances of

participation in flextime and homework.
In contrast,

increasing education lowers the

likelihood of part-time work

(e.g.,

the effects for having

a high school degree and for having some college are
negative).

Consistent with results in Table 5.2, both the

least and most educated workers are more likely to do part
time work.

This finding may represent choices for the mos

educated workers,
workers.

but constraints for the least educated

Self-employment,

on the other hand, shows no

clear relationship with education.

Finally,

increasing

occupational status raises the likelihood of participation
in flextime,

homework,

and self-employment but lowers the

chance of participation in part-time work.
Family Caregiving Responsibilities
Results regarding family characteristics provide
strong evidence of the family obligations of flexible
workers.

Being married increases the chances of both

17For the multivariate analysis in both individual and
household models, I scaled occupational status measures by
multiplying times .001.
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homework and self-employment,
on flextime or part-time work.

but has no significant effect
Having children has

consistently positive effects on the likelihoods of
participation in all forms of flexible work.
workers with no children,

Relative to

having children in any age raises

the likelihoods of participation in flextime and part-time
work

(i.e.,

all three effects for having children were

positive and significant in Models 1 and 3).

However,

having preschool children only and preschool and older
children raises the likelihoods of participation in
homework and self-employment.

These findings suggest that

workers with family responsibilities are using a wide range
of flexible employment strategies to meet their family
obligations while simultaneously generating income.
Finally,

having an elderly relative living in the household

reduces participation in flextime, homework,
employment,

and self-

a finding that is inconsistent with

expectations and one that I discuss in more detail below.
Sex Differences in Flexible Employment
A key finding from the above multivariate analysis is
that family characteristics matter in important ways for
understanding flexible employment.

One obvious question

that remains is whether and what determinants of flexible
employment are significantly different for men and women.
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Table 5.4 provides evidence bearing on this question.
this analysis,

In

I examine whether the family effects

observed in Table 5.3 vary by sex,

or in other words,

if

family attributes operate differently for men's and women's
participation in flexible employment.
Panel A in Table 5.4 presents results from a standard
interaction model where I interact sex with measures for
the presence and age of children and for the presence of an
elderly relative.

This model allows me to determine if the

effects of having children on flexible employment differ
significantly for men and women.

The sex interaction

coefficients presented are the extra effects that women
receive for having children or elderly members in the
ho u s e h o l d .
Panel B shows results from an interaction model in
which I interact measures for both male and female with
measures for presence and age of children and presence of
elderly members.

The interaction coefficients in this set

of models show the total separate effects of children and
elderly for both men and women.

Therefore,

I discuss these

coefficients only below.
In general,

findings from these models suggest that

family characteristics are important for understanding
flexible employment participation,

but in very different
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T able

5.4:

The Ge n d e r Effects of

________________ Status:

Family A t t r i b u t e s on

1997__________________

Individual's

Flexible Work

___

PANEL A: Standard Interaction Model
Flextime
versus
no flextime
(1)
b
SE
Familv Characteristics
-0.18**
0.03
Female (ref=male)
Presence of Children (ref^none)
Preschool children only
0.01
0.04
0,04
0.05
Preschool and ages 6-18
0.01
0.03
Children ages 6-18 only
-0.16“
0.07
Presence of elderly (ref-none)
Sex Interactions
0.06
Female* Preschool children only
0.14**
0.07
0.08
Female* Preschool and ages 6-18
Female* Children ages 6-18 only
0.09“
0.04
-0.12
0.11
Female*elderly relative
50,386
N
-2Log-L
63,m.03
PANEL B: Within Groups Regression Model
Flextime
versus
no flextime
(1)
b
Familv Characteristics
Female (ref=male)
Sex Interactions
Male* Preschool children only
Male* Preschool and ages 6-18
Male* Children ages 6-18 only
Male*elderly relative
Female* Preschool children only
Female* Preschool and ages 6-18
Female* Children ages 6-18 only
Female'elderly relative
N
-2Log-L
*D<.10, **p<.05
Note:

SE

Homework
versus
no homework
(2)

Part-time
versus
no part-■time
(3)

b

SE

b

SF.

b

-.25“

0.05

1.05’ •

0.04

-0.61*’

0.04

-0.03
-0.04
-0.03
-0.29“

0.08
0.08
0.05
0.14

-0.62* *
-0.12
0.39* *
0.45* *

0.09
0.09
0.05
0.10

-0.02
0.08
0.05
-0.07

0.07
0.07
0.05
0.10

0.74“
0.81**
0.23“
-0.07
50,386
27,928.91

0.11
0.11
0.07
0.21

1.12* «
0.95* •
0. 39* •
-0.60* •
50,386
37, 968 .12

0.11
0.10
0.06
0.14

0.49*
0.45*
-0.07
-0.31*
50,386
31,048 .1

0.11
0.11
0.07
0.19

Homework
versus
no homework
(2 I
b

Self-•employment
versus
no self-employment
(4)

Part-time
versus
no part -time
(3)

SE

b

SE

SE

Self -employment
versus
no self-employment
(4 )
b

SE

-0.18“

0.03

-0.25**

0.05

1.05* •

0.04

-0.61*

0.04

0.01
0.04
0.01
-0.16“
0.16“
0.12“
0.10“
-0.28“
50,386
63,177.03

0.04
0.05
0.03
0.07
0.05
0.05
0.03
0.08

-0.03
-0.04
-0.03
-0.29“
0.71“
0.76“
0.20**
-0.36**
50,386
27,928.91

0.08
0.08
0.05
0.14
0.08
0.08
0.06
0.16

-0.62* •
-0.12
0.39* •
0.46* *
0.49* •
0.83* •
0.78* •
-0.14
50,386
37,968 .12

0.09
0.09
0.05
0.10
0.06
0.06
0.04
0 .09

-0.01
0.08
0.05
-0.07
0.47*
0.53*
-0.01
-0.38*
50, 386
31,048 .09

0.07
0.07
0.05
0.10
0.09
0.09
0.06
0.16

The coefficients presented hero are net of the same controls that

appear

in Table

1.

Source: Cl’S, May

lhO'l

wavs for men and women.
First,

for men,

Two main findings stand out.

family characteristics are not as critical

for determining their flexible employment status compared
to women.
matters.

Furthermore,
For example,

the type of flexible employment
irrespective of the age,

not significantly affect the flextime,
employment participation of men.

children do

homework,

Moreover,

or self-

having young

children significantly reduces the likelihood that men
participate in part-time work,

but having older children

raises men's likelihood of part-time work.

These findings

suggest that having children does affect men's flexible
employment participation but only to a limited degree.
Therefore,

men with young children do not appear to be

utilizing flextime,

homework,

part-time work, or self-

employment to mediate the demands associated with early
child rearing.
Overall,

the opposite is true for women.

Family

caregiving responsibilities clearly influence women's
participation in flexible work, but in strikingly different
ways than they do for men.

For women,

having children in

any age category increases the likelihood of participation
in all flexible forms of employment

(with the sole

exception of older children on women's self-employment
status).

Results show that 11 of the 12 possible effects
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of having children on women's flexible employment are
significant and positive - a clear indication that women
use flexible employment to meet the dual demands of
employment and family responsibilities.
Conclusion
In sum,

results at the individual level suggest that

men and women create different and very separate options
when it comes to merging work and family.

Although my

descriptive results suggest that women and men are
comparable in their rates of flexible employment
participation,

with the exception of part-time work,

multivariate findings reveal that women are more likely
than men to adjust the temporal and spatial aspects of
their workday to accommodate family responsibilities,
of other explanatory variables.

net

The effects of having

children on women's flexible employment participation are
especially noteworthy in this respect.

Therefore,

understanding women's participation in flexible employment
requires understanding their family obligations,

whereas

the same family characteristics are much less relevant for
understanding men's flexible employment patterns.
What remains to be seen is whether or not householdlevel analyses will support these interpretations of the
findings,

as well as the specific effects for the presence
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of an elderly relative in the household. Chapter 6 sheds
more light on these issues.
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CHAPTER 6
FLEXIBLE EMPLOYMENT STRATEGIES AMONG DUAL-EARNER COUPLES:
HOUSEHOLD-LEVEL ANALYSES
In this chapter,

I present findings from household-

level analyses of flexible employment participation among
dual-earner couples.

I focus predominantly on how family

and spousal characteristics may affect flexible employment,
because they reflect how couples' negotiate the boundaries
between home and work.

I expect household-level models

will yield different insights of these processes compared
to the individual-level models presented in Chapter 5,
because the former incorporate important measures affecting
couples'

employment outcomes that the individual-level

models do not address.
I begin this chapter by presenting descriptive
statistics for the key variables in the household-level
analysis.

First,

I describe the flexible employment

strategies used by households in my sample.
describe how background,

Next,

I

spousal, and family

characteristics differ in households participating in
flexible work strategies.

Finally,

I present multivariate

models of flexible employment, describe their findings,
compare them to results from individual-level models.
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and

Bivariate Findings
Households can combine work and family in a number of
ways,

but those ways depend on the type of flexible

employment and who participates in it.

For example,

households may contain one spouse participating in flextime
work

(e.g.,

workers,

husband or wife),

both spouses as flextime

or no flextime worker.

Below,

I describe the

distributions of these flexible strategies for households
in my sample.
Prevalence of Flexible Employment:
Among Dual-Earner Couples
Table 6.1 shows the distributions of household
flexible work strategies among U.S. dual-earner couples.
Flextime is the most prevalent flexible employment
strategy.

In fact, over one-half of dual-earner households

contain at least one flextime worker.

In addition,

16

percent of households have a wife only participating in
flextime,

another 20 percent contain husbands participating

in flextime,

and 20 percent contain both a husband and wife

doing flextime work.
In contrast to flextime employment, homework
participation is less prevalent.

Around 20 percent of

households are participating some type of homework
strategy.

Close to eight percent of households contain a
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Table 6.1.

Percentage Distribution of Households'
Containing Flexible Workers, 1997

Panel A: F le x ti m e work
Wife only
Husband o nl y
Both spouses
Flextime p a r t i c i p a t i o n
No flextime p a r t i c i p a t i o n
Total
Panel B: H o m e w o r k
Wife only
Husband o n l y
Both spouses
Homework p a r t i c i p a t i o n

%
15.8
20 .0
IS. 5
55.3

N
1,875
2, 461
2, 456

44 .7
100.0

5,337
12,129

8 .5
7 .7
3.2
19.4

No home w o rk p a r t i c i p a t i o n
Total

80. 6
100. 0

Panel C: P ar t - t i m e work
Wife only
H us ba nd o nl y
Both spouses
Part-time p a r t i c i p a t i o n

25. 6
2.7
1.7
30.0

No p ar t- ti me p a r t i c i p a t i o n
Total

70.0
100 .0

Panel D: S e l f - e m p l o y m e n t
Wife only
H usband only
Both spouses
S e l f - e mp l oy m e nt p a rt i c i p a t i o n

6.3
11.1
5.0
22.4

1, 060
995
421

9, 653
1 2,129

3, 226
342
195

8, 366
1 2,129

785
1, 416
685

No s e l f - em pl o ym e n t
77.6
9, 243
12,129
Total
100.0
* Note: P e r c e n t ag e s are w e i g h t e d to appr ox im at e p op ul a t i o n .
Source:

CPS,

May

1997
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wife homeworker,
homeworker,

another eight percent have a husband

and only three percent contain both spouses

with homework scheduling.
Part-time,

on the other hand,

only as a strategy among wives.

is quite prevalent,

but

Approximately one-third of

all households participate in some form of reduced hours
scheduling.

One-quarter of households contain a wife

participating in part-time work compared to very few
households in which a husband only or both spouses work
part-time.
Approximately one quarter of dual-earner couples have
at least one member who is self-employed.
skewed distribution for part-time work,

Unlike the

the most common

type of participation is among households where husbands
only are self-employed

(11 percent of households)

by households containing self-employed wives only
percent)

followed
(6

and finally households where both spouses

participate in self-employment

(5 percent).

Like the individual-level distributions,

the household

distributions suggest that both flextime and part-time work
are the most prevalent flexible work strategies utilized by
families.

Below,

I present findings from bivariate analyses

that document which households participate in the various
types of flexible employment strategies.
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Background Characteristics
Table 6.2 shows results from bivariate statistical
analyses at the household level.
ethnicity,

age, education,

Couples'

race and

and absolute occupational

statuses all influence households participation in flexible
employment.
background,

With respect to the race and ethnic
bivariate results show very similar findings to

the individual level.

White couples have the highest rates

of participation in at least three of the four flexible
employment strategies.

Part-time work is the exception

where other, non-Hispanic couples have higher participation
rates in husband only and joint part-time participation.
Furthermore,

and consistent with the individual-level

findings presented earlier,

Black and Hispanic couples have

the lowest rates of participation in all household flexible
employment strategies.
With respect to couples'

average age, older couples

have higher participation rates in homework and selfemployment,

irrespective of which spouse is participating.

Part-time and flextime work,
relationship with age.
individual-level models,

however,

show a different

Unlike the patterns found in
we see that the relationship

between age and household flextime participation depends on
which spouse participates.

In households where the husband
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Table 6.2:Descriptive Statistics For Household Containing Flexible Workers:1997
Wife
only

Flextime participat ion
Husband
Both
No
only
spouses
flextime

Background Characteristics
Race/Ethnicity
16.2
21.2
21.1
White, non-Hispanic couple
13.1
15.8
Black, non-Hispanic couple
8.9
Asian, non-Hispanic couple
14.1
19.9
19.6
12.7
18.6
Other, non-Hispanic couple
17.4
13.6
10.6
Hispanic couple
10.2
16.7
18.1
19.7
Mixed race/ethnic couple
Average Age
18.5
16.0
16.0
Age 15-24
19.6
Age 25-34
17.1
16.7
18.7
Age 35-44
16.8
20.3
14.0
21.3
Age 45-54
20.1
Age 55-64
12.7
23.2
26.1
Education
16.4
15.5
Both,<= h.s. degree
14.5
Both, some college +
14.8
23.2
24.2
21.7
15.4
Husband only, some college +
18.9
16.7
18.4
Wife only, some college +
14 .9
Familv Characteristics
Presence of Children
13.7
21.8
20.3
No children
17.7
19.0
Preschool children only
20.1
18.6
18.5
16.5
Preschool and ages 6-18
18.7
16.6
Children ages 6-18 only
19.6
Presence of elderly relative
12.7
19.3
Elderly relative present
18.2
20.0
15.9
No elderly relative present
19.6
Occupational Status
Absolute OSS
Wife's OSS
16.1
16.7
1" quartile
14.1
15.5
20.0
20.2
2nd quartile
17.1
19.7
3,d quartile
21.1
24.0
4th quartile
14.4
23.1
* Note: Percentages are weighted to approximate population ,
Source: CPS, May 1997

Wife
only

Homework Participation
Husband
No
Both
only
spouses
homework

41.4
62.2
46.4
51.2
65. 6
45.5

9.5
3.5
4.0
5.7
3.6
7.8

8.9
2.5
5.0
15.5
2.3
4.5

49.5
46.6
44.2
44.6
37.9

4.1
8.9
9.1
7.6
9.8

3.1
5.8
7.1
9.6
12.6

1.0
1.8
3.6
3.9
5.1

91.9
83.6
80.2
79.0
72.5

53.7
37.8
44.1
50.0

6.3
10.3
7.3
7.8

4.6
10.1
8.5
5.7

2.0
4.2
3.7
1.9

87.1
75.3
80.5
84.7

44.2
43.2
46.5
45.1

7.2
10.2
12.5
7.8

9.0
6.1
5.8
7.7

3.6
3.3
2.5
3.0

80.2
80.3
79.2
81.5

49.8
44.6

7,0
8.5

1.4
3.2

88.0
80.4

53.1
9.1
7.0
44.4
42.1
8.8
8.9
38.5
Ns are unweighted.

3.5
7.8

4.7
7.9
8.0
10.7

3.7
1.0
1.1
0.2
0.6
2.7

77.8
93.0
89.9
78.6
93.5
85.0

2.0
84.2
3.7
81.3
3.2
80.0
4.0
76.4
(table continued)
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Table 6.2
Wife
only
OccuDational Status (con't)
Husband's OSS
1“ quartile
2nd quartile
3td quartile
4th quartile
Couple's average OSS
1*‘ quartile
2nd quartile
3rd quartile
4th quartile
Relative OSS
Husband, significantly more
Husband, some more
Both, similar
Wife, some more
Wife, significantly more
Geooraohic Size
Global city
Not global city
Total

Flextime participat ion
No
Husband
Both
only
spouses
flextime

Wife
only

16.5
19.6
14.6
12.5

16.3
14.4
23.5
26.2

14.2
14.3
21.3
28.8

53.0
51.8
40.7
32.5

6.7
7.8
8.2
11.3

5.3
4.9
8.9
12.1

2.3
2.1
4.5
4 .1

85.7
85.2
78.4
72.5

16.7
16.8
16.7
13.1

13.8
19.3
20.9
25.7

12.8
17.1
21.5
26.5

56.7
46.9
40. 9
34.6

7.1
8.1
9.4
9.2

3.7
6.2
9.2
11.7

2.1
2.9
3.7
4.2

87.2
82.8
77.6
74.8

14.9
15.1
14.3
17.1
19.9

23.3
20.7
17.3
20.4
17.8

20.3
20.1
24 .5
15.1
13.9

41.5
44.1
43.9
47.4
48.3

10.3
8.7
8.2
7.3
7.5

9.0
8.7
6.5
7.7
6.5

3.4
1.9
5.5
2.4
2.1

77.2
81.0
79.8
82.6
83.9

15.0
16.3

20.9
19.4

20.1
19.2

44 .1
45.1

8.8
8.3

8.4
7.3

3.3
3.2

79.5
81.2

1,875

2,461

2, 456

5, 337

1,060

* Note: Percentages are weighted to approximate population, Ns are unweighted.
Source: CPS, May 1997

Homework Participat ion
Husband
Both
No
only
spouses
homework

995

421

9,653

(table continued)
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Table 6.2
Wi fe
only

Part-time participat ion
Husband
Both
No partspouses
only
time

Wife
only

Backaround Characteristics
Race/Ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic couple
27.9
2.6
1.4
68.0
7.0
11.0
0.8
Black, non-Hispanic couple
3.8
84.4
2.5
3.0
72.7
Asian, non-Hispanic couple
19.8
4.4
3.1
13.7
Other, non-Hispanic couple
15.4
7.6
63.3
5.9
77.1
Hispanic couple
17.7
2.0
3.1
3.8
1.7
23.7
Mixed race/ethnic couple
2.4
72.2
4.8
Average Age
2.7
Age 15-24
29.6
3.9
63.8
3.1
23.5
1.2
72.4
Age 25-34
2.9
5.8
28.7
0.8
68.6
Age 35-44
1.9
6.6
23.2
2.6
1.5
72.6
Age 45-54
6.2
6.8
60.2
Age 55-64
24.6
8.4
7.9
Education
1.8
24.3
2.4
71.5
Both,<= h.s. degree
5.5
1. 6
Both, some college +
27.5
3.0
67.8
7.3
Husband only, some college +
27.1
2.7
1.0
69.2
6.3
20.6
1.7
Wife only, some college +
3.4
75.3
4.3
Familv Characteristics
Presence of Children
2.2
No children
18.9
3.6
75.3
6.1
Preschool children only
62.3
31.8
2.8
1.4
7.5
33.7
Preschool and ages 6-18
2.6
1.4
62.3
9.1
5.1
28.0
1.8
1.0
69.2
Children ages 6-18 only
Presence of elderly relative
20.8
2.3
2.5
74.3
Elderly relative present
6.3
70.0
2.8
1.5
6.3
No elderly relative present
25.7
Occunational Status
Absolute OSS
Wife's OSS
3.5
1“ quartile
2.5
2.9
59.1
9.8
27 .5
2nd quartile
2.2
1.3
68.9
3.9
2.7
22.3
1.2
79.8
6.1
3rd quartile
16.6
79.0
4"1 quartile
3.6
0.8
5.0
* Note: Percentages are weighted to approximate population, Ns are unweighted.
Source: CPS, May 1997

Self -employment
Husband
Both
only
spouses

No selfemployment

12.3
5.4
10.2
15.4
5.8
7.8

5.5
0.0
9.3
4.3
3.5
2.8

75.1
92.1
77.4
74.3
84.9
84.5

2.2
7.6
11.3
13.0
19.1

1.8
2.0
4.8
6.7
11.0

92.9
84.5
77.3
74.0
61.9

9.6
11.8
11.5
11.7

5.3
4.9
5.4
4.2

79.6
75.9
76.8
79.8

11.9
7.9
9.2
12.1

6.2
3.0
4.2
4.7

75.8
81.6
77.5
78.1

11.3
11.1

4.5
5.0

77 .9
77.6

8.1
12.7
11.2
12.8

3.6
78.5
7.4
76.0
78.6
4.1
77.1
5.1
(table continued)
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Table 6.2
Wife
only
Occupational Status (con't)
Husband's OSS
Is' quartile
2nd quartile
3Id quartile
4th quartile
Couple's average OSS
1st quartile
2nd quartile
3rd quartile
4th quartile
Relative OSS
Husband, significantly more
Husband, some more
Both, similar
Wife, some more
Wife, significantly more
Geoaraohic Size
Global city
Not global city
Total

Part-time participat ion
Husband
Both
No
only
spouses
flextime

Wife
only

Self -employment
Husband
Both
only
spouses

22.0
23.9
25.9
31.0

4.3
2.5
2.0
2.0

3.2
0.9
1.0
1.0

70.5
72.6
71.1
66.0

5.0
5.8
5.8
8.6

12.0
8.8
9.4
14.0

4.5
4.0
5.7
5.9

78.5
81.4
79.0
71.6

29.4
25.9
24.8
22.7

3.4
3.0
2.5
2.5

2.9
1.8
0.8
0.9

64.4
69.8
71.9
73.9

6.6
6.6
8.9
6.0

8.4
11.5
12.2
12.3

4.5
5.4
5.1
5.0

80.4
76.4
76.8
76.7

41.1
28.4
22.4
18.5
13.1

1.6
1.9
2.4
3.5
5.7

1.5
1.2
2.2
1.1
1.9

55.8
68.4
72.9
76.9
79.3

9.6
7.7
4.9
4.1
4.2

11.6
10.6
8.8
13.4
13.7

4.7
3.1
9.6
3.3
2.6

74.1
78.6
76.7
79.2
80.5

2.7
2.8
342

1.4
1.7
195

26.1
25.4
3,226

69.8
70.2
8,366

6.3
6.3
785

‘ Note: Percentages are weighted to approximate population, Ns are unweighted.
Source: CPS, May 1997

No
homework

10.8
11.4
1,416

4.5
5.3
685

78.4
77.1
9,243

only or both spouses participate in flextime,

older couples

have higher rates of participation.

among

However,

households in which the wife only participates; younger
couples have higher rates of participation in flextime
compared to their older counterparts.
individual-level results,

Similar to the

the oldest and youngest couples

are most likely to have husbands or both spouses working
part-time.

Couples in the middle-age range are more likely

have a wife working part-time.

Because younger and middle-

aged couples may disproportionately carry the heaviest
domestic and family burdens

(e.g., the responsibilities

associated with raising younger children), these findings
may indicate they employ this type of flexible work
strategy to meet domestic needs.
As expected,

educational and occupational statuses of

the couple are important for understanding households'
flexible work strategies.
capital,

Those with the most educational

where at least one,

college or more,

if not both,

spouses have some

are the most likely to participate in

flextime, homework,

self-employment,

and part-time work,

and this holds no matter who in the household participates.
This suggests that couples with high levels of educational
capital are better able to negotiate for flexibility in the
workplace.

The one exception is that households with the

82
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lowest educational capital
college experience)

(e.g., neither spouse has any

have the highest participation rates in

joint part-time work.
The relationship between occupational status and
flexible employment depends on the type of flexible
employment strategy.

With respect to wife's participation

in flexible employment,

wives with middle status

occupations have the greatest rates of participation in
flextime and part-time work.

Households with wives in low

and high status occupations have greater rates of
participation in homework.
wife's participation,

Surprisingly,

with respect to

self-employment rates are highest in

households where the wife is in the lowest status quartile.
Therefore,

hypotheses suggesting that only those couples

with the highest prestige levels may access flexible
employment do not hold for wives'

participation in homework

and self-employment.
Husbands'

occupational status is more important for

understanding households in which husbands are doing some
form of flexible work.

Households where the husband falls

into the highest status quartile have the highest rates of
husbands'

participation in flextime, homework,

employment.

and self-

The reverse is true for part-time work: the

greater the husband's occupational status the less likely
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he participates in part-time work.

Overall,

flexible

employment is clearly linked to the occupational status of
husbands.
Finally, as the couples'

average levels of

occupational status increase so do their joint
participation rates in both flextime and homework.
However,
decrease.
hand,

joint participation rates in part-time work
Middle to lower class couples,

on the other

have the greatest rates of joint participation in

self-employment.
Relative Occupational Status
The second set of variables I describe is a dimension
of the household-level analysis that is unique from the
individual-level.

This set of variables helps us to

understand more about the trade-offs that husbands and
wives make given differences in their occupational status.
Below,

I describe how husbands'

and wives'

relative

occupational statuses influence households'

participation

in flexible employment strategies.
Hypotheses presented in Chapter 3 suggest that
husbands'

and wives'

relative occupational statuses will

affect the exchanges surrounding couples'

decisions about

who relegates time on the family front often at the expense
of the career front.

More specifically,

I expected that in

84
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households where wives have significantly more status than
husbands,

husbands will give on the career front and accept

more responsibility for domestic obligations by adjusting
their own work schedules.
higher rates,

Therefore,

husbands will have

and wives lower rates, of participation in

flexible employment in households where the wife has
relatively more status.
The bivariate results show some support for these
expectations across all types of flexible employment
scheduling,

except for flextime work.

For example,

in

traditional households where husbands have more status than
wives, wives have the highest participation rates in
homework,

part-time work,

and self-employment.

The

bivariate analysis also suggests that in households where
wives have more status than husbands,

husbands have the

greatest participation rates in part-time work and selfemployment.

These findings support the contention that

relative status influences couples'

decisions about who

sacrifices on career and family fronts.

In part,

spouses

with the most occupational status may be less likely to
adjust their careers to accommodate family.
Contrary to expectation,

households containing

husbands with more status than wives have greater
participation rates in husband only flextime and husband
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only homework.
status,

In households where the wife has more

they have greater participation rates in wife only

flextime.

Interestingly,

employment participation,

with respect to joint flexible
in all cases households

containing husbands and wives with similar occupational
statuses have the highest rates of participation,
suggesting that these couples may be the most equal in
terms of the process of exchange and the "give and take"
associated with sharing family responsibilities.
In sum,

the bivariate results suggest that couples'

relative occupational status is important for understanding
the coupled decision-making process regarding families and
careers.

Furthermore,

there is evidence that the relative

occupational statuses of husbands and wives may affect the
couples exchange process regarding decisions about family
and employment scheduling in expected ways.

The

multivariate analysis in the next section will allow me to
determine if these relationships hold net of other
important explanatory variables.
Family Caregiving Responsibilities
In this section,

I describe the bivariate relationship

between family caregiving responsibilities and household
strategies of flexible employment.

Looking at the

percentage of workers without flextime

(Table 6.2, column 4
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under the heading "no flextime") , I am able to determine
which groups of households have the highest overall rates
of flextime participation by the presence and age of
children.

For example,

households with preschool children

have the greatest overall rates of participation in
flextime employment.18

Slightly more than half of

households with or without children participate in some
form of flextime work strategy.
However,

results show that the relationship between

flextime and having children varies according to which
spouse is a flextime worker.

For example,

having children

clearly matters for households in which a wife is a
flextime worker.

Households with preschool children only

and preschool and older children have the highest rates of
flextime participation by the wife;
percent,

respectively,

17.7 percent and 18.5

compared to 13.7 percent of

households without children.

In fact, participation in

flextime by wives is greater in all households with
children,

no matter what age, compared to those households

without children.

18I calculate this
flextime for households
100 - 43.2 = 56.8.
The
adding across the first
56.8

overall rate of participation in
with preschool children as follows:
same result can be obtained by
three columns, 17.7 + 19.0 + 20.1 =
87
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The reverse holds true for households in which only
the husband participates in flextime.

Households without

children have the highest rates of husband-only
participation in flextime.

The relationship between having

children and having both spouses'
is less clear.

participate in flextime

Households without children and with

preschool children only have remarkable similar rates of
participation in flextime by both spouses.
The association between having children and household
participation in homework is more pronounced than with
flextime participation.

Overall,

rates of participation in

homework by the presence and age of children do not appear
to vary dramatically.

However,

this does not hold when we

consider which spouse participates in homework.

Households

with children of any age have higher rates of participation
in wife-only homework.
other hand,

Households without children,

on the

are the least likely to participate in this

form of household flexibility.

For example,

10.2 percent

and 12.5 percent of families with preschool children only
and preschool and older children,

respectively,

have a wife

participating in homework compared to only 7.2 percent of
families without children.

The reverse is true for both

husband's participation in homework and for joint spousal
participation:

households without children have the highest
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rates of participation in husband-only and joint homework
p articipation.
With respect to part-time work, we see a similar
pattern to that described above for homework,
striking.

Overall,

only more

households with preschool children

(both those with preschool children only and those with
preschool and older children)

have dramatically higher

rates of participation in part-time work than households
without children and even those with only older children.
This relationship,

however,

only holds when wives

participate in part-time work.

This finding indicates that

part-time work strategies are predominantly used in
households by wives to accommodate family demands.

The

highest rates of participation in this flexible employment
strategy are in households with preschool children.
example,

For

approximately one-third of both households with

preschool and older children and households with preschool
children only contain a wife participating in part-time
work.

On the other hand,

the presence of children is not

related to other part-time work strategies

(e.g, husband or

joint part-time work).
Self-employment strategies are similar to the those
described for part-time.

The only exception is for

households with no children;

they have the highest overall
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rates of self-employment,
spousal participation.

and this relationship varies by

In general,

children are important

for households where only the wife participates.
participation in self-employment by husbands'
spouses',

Rates of

or both

on the other hand, are lowest when young children

are present in the household.

Finally,

results for the

presence of an elderly relative suggest that they deter
participation in, or have no effect on, most forms of
flexible employment strategies.
Multivariate Findings
The objective of examining flexible employment
patterns of dual-earner couples at the household level is
to understand the coupled decision-making process - to
uncover the complex process by which husbands and wives
negotiate the boundaries that compose their work,

personal,

and family lives.

in fact,

The household-level models do,

reveal a different story than the individual-level models.
Below,

I describe results from the multivariate household-

level models focusing particularly on the relationship
between family and spousal characteristics of households
and flexible employment strategies.
Background Characteristics
Tables 6.3 through 6.6 show results from multivariate
logistic regression analyses predicting four forms of
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Table 6.3: Logistic Regression Predicting Household's Likelihood of Flextime Work:
Wife flextime
(1)
b
Background Characteristics
Race/Ethnicity (ref-white, non-Hispanic)
Black, non-Hispanic couple
Asian, non-Hispanic couple
Other, non-Hispanic couple
Hispanic couple
Mixed race/ethnic couple
Average Age (ref- age 15-24)
Age 24-34
Age 35-44
Age 45-54
Age 55-64
Education (ref-couples <- h.s. degree)
Both spouses have some college or more
Husband only, some college or more
Wife only, some college or more
Familv Characteristics
Presence of Children (ref-none)
Preschool children only
Preschool and ages 6-18
Children ages 6-18 only
Presence of elderly relative (ref-none)
Occupational Status

SE

Husband flextime
Both spouses flextime
(2)
(3)
versus households without flextime work
b
SE
b
SE

-0.67**
-0.27
-0.76
-0.66**
-0.16

0.13
0.17
0.54
0.13
0.12

-0.56**
-0.25*
-0. 79
-0.89**
-0.11

0.12
0.15
0.55
0.15
0.11

-1.11”
-0.42”
-0.57
-0.87”
-0.05

0.15
0.16
0.50
0.15
0.11

0.01
0.00
-0.14
-0.08

0.15
0.16
0.16
0.18

0.12
0.08
0.18
0.44**

0.16
0.16
0.16
0.18

-0.05
0.23
0.21
0.68”

0.16
0.16
0.16
0.17

0.15**
0.11
0.15*

0.07
0.09
0.09

0.38”
0.23”
0.10

0.07
0.09
0.09

0.48**
0.24”
0.04

0.07
0.09
0.09

0.23”
0.26”
0.16”
-0.10

0.09
0.09
0.07
0.20

0.09
0.09
0.06
0.19

0.28”
0.23”
0.08
-0.04

0.09
0.09
0.06
0.19

0.21

0.16
1.21”

0.15

0.03
-0.05
-0.06
-0.13

Absolute Occupational Status Scores (OSS)
Wife's OSS
Husband's OSS
Couple's average OSS
Relative OSS (ref-Husband, significantly more)
Husband, some more OSS
Both, have similar OSS
Wife, some more OSS
Wife, significantly more OSS
Geoqraphv
Global city (ref-not global)
Intercept
N
-2Log-L
*p<.10, ” p<.05______
Source: CPS, May 1997

1.20”

0.15

-0.08
-0.19*
-0.11
-0.03

0.09
0.10
0.10
0.12

-0.07
-0.15*
0.05*
0.30**

0.07
0.08
0.09
0.11

-0.09
0.09
-0.35* *
-0.42”

0.07
0.07
0.08
0. 10

0.00
-1.16”
7,212
8,159.68

0.06
0.17

0.02
-1.82**
7,798
9,55.41

0.05
0.19

-0.05
-1 .83”
7,793
9,529.88

0.06
0.17
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Table 6.4: Logistic Regression Predicting Household's Likelihood of Homework:
Wife homework
(1)
b
Backaround Characteristics
Race/Ethnicity (ref-white, non-Hispanic couple)
Black, non-Hispanic couple
Asian, non-Hispanic couple
Other, non-Hispanic couple
Hispanic couple
Mixed race/ethnic couple
Average Age (ref= age 15-24)
Age 24-34
Age 35-44
Age 45-54
Age 55-64
Education (ref=couples <» h.s. degree)
Both spouses have some college or more
Husband only, some college or more
Wife only, some college or more
Familv Characteristics
Presence of Children (ref“none)
Preschool children only
Preschool and ages 6-18
Children ages 6-18 only
Presence of elderly relative (ref-none)
Occupational Status
Absolute Occupational Status Scores IOSS)
Wife's OSS
Husband's OSS
Couple's average OSS
Relative OSS (ref“Husband, significantly more)
Husband, some more OSS
Both, have similar OSS
Wife, some more OSS
Wife, significantly more OSS
GeoaraDhv
Global city (ref=not global)
Intercept
N
-2Log-L
•pc.10, ••pc.Oh
Source: CPS, M«iy 19^7

SE

1997

Husband homework
Both spouses homework
(2)
(3)
versus households without flextime work
b
SE
b
SE

-1.31“
-1.19“
-1.31
-1.18“
-0.39“

0.24
0.28
1.02
0.23
0.15

-1.36**
-0.97“
0.11
-1.22“
-0.41“

0.27
0.28
0.61
0.30
0.17

-1.43“
-1.55“
-0.33
-1.60**
-0.27

0.42
0.51
1 .03
0.51
0.24

0.58“
0.70“
0.81“
1.07“

0.25
0.25
0.25
0.27

0.63“
0.96“
1.22**
1.52**

0.32
0.32
0.32
0.33

0.94
1.77“
2.05“
2.41“

0.60
0.59
0.59
0.60

0.52“
0.16
0.17

0.09
0.12
0.12

0.53**
0.35“
0.19

0.10
0.12
0.13

0.73“
0.51“
0.15

0.16
0.18
0.20

0.54“
0.80“
0.18“
-0.16

0.11
0.11
0.09
0.27

0.12
0.12
0.04
-0.79“

0.13
0.13
0.08
0.35

0.54**
0.32
-0.02
-0.54

0.19
0.20
0.13
0.46

-0.13

0.19
1 .25“

0.22
-.03

0, 30

-0.17*
-0.24“
-0.36“
-0.36“

0.10
0.11
0.13
0.15

-0.02
-0.07
0.16
0.40“

0.10
0.10
0.12
0.16

-0.42“
0.59“
-0.19
-0.38*

0.17
0.14
0.17
0.21

0.02
-3.06“
10,713
6,674.78

0.07
0.26

0.04
-4.41“
10,648
6, 273.78

0.07
0.35

0.00
-5.31“
10,074
3,253.57

0.11
0.61
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Table 6.5: Logistic Regression Predicting Household Likelihood of Part-time Work
Wife part- time
(1)
b
Backaround Characteristics
Race/Ethnicity (ref»white, non-Hispanic couple)
Black, non-Hispanic couple
Asian, non-Hispanic couple
Other, non-Hispanic couple
Hispanic couple
Mixed race/ethnic couple
Average Age (ref- age 15-24)
Age 24-34
Age 35-44
Age 45-54
Age 55-64
Education (ref-couples <« h.s. degree)
Both spouses have some college or more
Husband only, some college or more
Wife only, some college or more
Family Characteristics
Presence of Children (ref-none)
Preschool children only
Preschool and ages 6-18
Children ages 6-18 only
Presence of elderly relative (ref=none)
OccuDational Status
Absolute Occupational Status Scores (OSS)
Wife's OSS
Husband1s OSS
Couple's average OSS
Relative OSS (ref-Husband, significantly more)
Husband, some more OSS
Both, have similar OSS
Wife, some more OSS
Wife, significantly more OSS
Geoaraohv
Global city (ref=not global)
Intercept
N
-2Log-L
•p<.10, ••p<.05
Source:

CPS,

Hay

1991

SE

Husband part-time
Both spouses part-time
(2)
(3)
versus households without flextime work
b
SE
b
SE

-1.31**
-0.82* *
-0.66
-1.00**
-0.27**

0.13
0.15
0.47
0.12
0.10

0.11
0.26
0.95
-0.31
-0.21

0.22
0.29
0. 62
0.30
0.26

-0.97“
0.02
1.38* *
0.13
0.13

0.46
0.39
0.66
0.30
0.30

-0.34**
-0.10
-0.05
0.35**

0.13
0.13
0.13
0.15

-0.11
-0.19
-0.03
0.94**

0.33
0.34
0.34
0.34

-0.92“
-1.11**
-0.49
0.64“

0.32
0.33
0.32
0.33

0.51**
0.09
0.11

0.06
0.07
0.08

0.59**
0.42“
-0.11

0.16
0.19
0.20

0.96“
-0.06
0.33

0.20
0.28
0.24

0.98**
1.13**
0.63**
-0.17

0.08
0.08
0.06
0.17

0.01
0.21
-0.21
-0.05

0.20
0.20
0.15
0.40

0.15
0.22
-0.24
0.01

0.26
0.28
0.21
0.52

-1.60**

0.12
-1.37“

0.32
-3.84“

0.41

-0.34**
-0.47**
-0.58**
-0.76**

0.06
0.07
0.08
0.10

0.14**
0.05
-0.31**
0.14
11,592
12,591.49

-0.25
-0.09
-0.03
0.28

0.21
0.20
0.22
0.24

-0.32
0.13
-0.40
-0.13

0.24
0.22
0.26
0.27

-0.03
-2.69“
8, 708
2,761.48

0.12
0.41

-0.08
-1.44**
8,561
1,664.39

0.17
0.37
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Table 6.6:Logistic Regression Predicting Household Likelihood of Self-Employment
Wife self
(1)
b
Backaround Characteristics
Race/Ethnicity (ref=white, non-Hispanic couple)
Black, non-Hispanic couple 1
Asian, non-Hispanic couple
Other, non-Hispanic couple
Hispanic couple
Mixed race/ethnic couple
Average Age (ref= age 15-24)
Age 24-34
Age 35-44
Age 45-54
Age 55-64
Education (ref=couples <» h.s. degree)
Both spouses have some college or more
Husband only, some college or more
Wife only, some college or more
Familv Characteristics
Presence of Children (ref=none)
Preschool children only
Preschool and ages 6-18
Children ages 6-18 only
Presence of elderly relative (ref-none)
Occupational Status

SE

Husband sel f
Both spouses self
(2)
(3)
versus households without flextime work
b
SE
b
SE

-1.20**
-1.05“
-0.35
-0.81“
-0.41**

0.26
0.31
0.74
0.23
0.18

-1.13“
-0.25
-0.47
-0.71**
-0.31“

0.19
0.19
0.61
0.19
0.14

0.26
-0.25
-0.56“
-0.42**

0.21
0.75
0.25
0.22

0.74**
1.06**
1.19“
1 .52“

0. 30
0.30
0.30
0.31

1.23“
1.70**
1.93“
2.40“

0.35
0.34
0.34
0.35

0.61
1.61**
2.02“
2.59“

0.43
0.43
0.43
0.43

0.38“
0.09
-0.08

0.11
0.13
0.14

0.17“
0.07
0.22**

0.08
0.10
0.10

0.04
0.09
-0.08

0.12
0.13
0.15

0.54“
0.67**
-0.02
0.23

0.13
0.13
0. 10
0.27

0.01
0.17
0.16**
-0.07

0.12
0.11
0.07
0.22

0.14
0.23
-0.11
-0.46

0.17
0.16
0.10
0.33

-0.80**

0.22
0.33*

0. 17
-0.28

0.23

-0.34“
0.81“
-0.22
-0.70* •

0.14
0.11
0.14
0.19

-0.34“
-4.09“
9, 928
4,557.28

0.09
0.44

Absolute Occupational Status Scores (OSS)
Wife's OSS
Husband’s OSS
Couple's average OSS
Relative OSS (ref=Husband, significantly more)
Husband, some more OSS
Both, have similar OSS
Wife, some more OSS
Wife, significantly more OSS
Geoaranhv
Global city (ref=not global)
Intercept
N
-2Log-L

-0.15
-0.47“
-0.61* *
-0.56“

0.11
0.13
0.15
0.18

-0.09
-0.17*
0.17*
0.32“

0.09
0.09
0.10
0.13

0.08
-0.09
0.06
-0.04
0. 30
0.36
-3.89**
-2.99“
10,028
10,659
5,264.06
8,039.24
1 Recause nf the 1nw cell Ri?e. M a r k cnimles were nor .analyzed -in Model 3— -•ni.10. ”_d^Q5_ _
Source: CPS, May 1991

flexible employment scheduling

(each classified according

to how many and which spouse participates).

I begin this

section by describing effects for the findings related to
background characteristics of couples in the analysis,
noting any differences from findings discussed earlier in
the bivariate analysis.
With respect to race and ethnicity,
the same.

the story remains

White couples are generally more likely to

participate in flexible work strategies than other couples.
However, Asian couples are similar to whites in their rates
of participation in many flexible employment strategies
(e.g.,

flextime where wives participate,

participation by husbands,
self-employment of husband,

part-time work

joint part-time participation,
and joint self-employment).

Other non-Hispanic couples are similar to white couples in
their participation in flexible employment as evidenced by
few significant effects across models.

Finally,

the

negative effects for Black and Hispanic couples remain,
of relevant controls,

net

indicating their reduced ability to

negotiate for these strategies.19
Results for the effects of couples' average age and
educational level are similar to bivariate patterns.

i9The exception to this negative effect is in models
predicting husband's participation in part-time work and
joint participation in part-time work.
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Multivariate findings show that households with the
greatest educational capital are more likely to participate
in flexible employment strategies,

compared to couples

without college experience.
Finally,

wives'

absolute occupational status does not

significantly affect their flextime or homework
participation.
increases,

However,

as their occupational status

households are less likely to contain a wife

participating in part-time work and self-employment.
Husbands'

occupational status,

on the other hand,

matters

especially when predicting his participation in flextime,
homework,

and self-employment.

status increases,
in homework,

As husbands'

occupational

husbands are more likely to participate

flextime,

and self-employment.

This finding

may reflect the fact that jobs with higher occupational
status involve tasks that more readily lend themselves to
temporal and spatial flexibility.

Finally, couples'

average levels of occupational status increases joint
flextime access but decreases the likelihood that both
spouses did part-time work.
Relative Occupational Status
The most outstanding finding with respect to the
difference in wives and husbands'
level,

occupational status

is that in households where wives have significantly
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more occupational status relative to their husbands,
are less likely to participate in homework,
and self-employment.

wives

part-time work,

Husbands in these households are more

likely to adjust their work schedules using flextime,
homework,

and self-employment

(compared to households where

husbands had significantly more status than the wives).
These findings support predictions made in Chapter 3
suggesting that as wives'
increases,

relative occupational status

decisions about the family economy may reflect

her larger income and status rather than her traditional
role in domestic and child rearing tasks.
Family Caregiving Responsibilities
With respect to family characteristics,

findings

reveal that the effects of children on household flexible
employment strategies are important,

but this depends upon

which flexible employment strategy is under consideration
and which spouse is participating.

First, model 1 in

Tables 6.3 through 6.6 show that children clearly
influenced flexible employment in households where wives
are participating,

irrespective of the type of flexible

employment under consideration and irrespective of the age
of children.20

The presence of children consistently

20The one exception is for the effect of having
children between the ages of 6 and 18 on wives' selfemployment .
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raises wives'

participation in flextime,

homework, part-

time work, and self-employment.
Secondly,

children do not affect flexible employment

in households where only husbands participate
Tables 6.3 through 6.6).

(See Model 2

The presence of children do not

increase the chances that husbands participate in flextime
homework, or part-time work.

However,

having older

children increases the chance that husbands are selfemployed .
Model 3 in Tables 6.3 through 6.6 shows that the
presence and age of children are also important for
predicting the flexible employment status of households
where both husbands and wives are participating jointly.
For example,

having preschool children and older children

increases the likelihood that both husbands and wives
participate in flextime and having preschool children
increased the chances that both spouses are homeworkers
(See Model 3, Tables 6.3 and 6.2).

Therefore,

in some

households husbands and wives may mutually adjust their
work scheduling to accommodate the demands of children.
The opposite is true for having an elderly relative in the
household.

Although this lowers the likelihood that a

husband does homework,

it has no affect on any other form

of flexible employment.
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Conclusion
In this chapter,

I have shown that households are

shaping employment to adjust to the demands associated with
child rearing.

Unlike the individual-level findings,

does not only hold for w o m e n .

this

Although family effects are

strong and consistent for women,

significant effects are

also present in households where both spouses are
participating in flexible work strategies.

This finding

demonstrates the importance of measuring the dependent
variable at the household level.

Otherwise,

results would

not show that in some households both husbands and wives
may be adjusting work to family concerns.

This group of

households, where both husbands and wives are participating
in flexible employment,

is perhaps the most egalitarian

group in the analysis.
In addition,

the household-level models show something

new about the trade-offs couples make about work and family
responsibilities.

When wives have considerably higher

occupational status than their husbands,

households opt for

husbands to adjust their work scheduling and to be flexibly
employed.

Therefore,

the relative position of husbands and

wives affect decisions couples make about the family
economy and the well-being of the household.

I discuss the

implications of these findings in the final chapter.
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Chapter 7
SUMMARY AMD CONCLUSION
Previous research on work and family has neglected to
consider at least three critical factors.

First,

employment outcomes are traditionally viewed as an
individual-level process,

where the outcome is a function

of worker characteristics

(e.g., human capital and

demographic characteristics).

This approach overlooks the

critical influence of spousal characteristics on decisions
about employment.

A second and related issue is that prior

research neglects the household as a unit of analysis and,
thus,

does not allow for a full understanding of families'

participation in workplace flexibility.

In other words,

individual-level analyses say nothing about households in
which both spouses are jointly participating in flexible
employment scheduling.

Finally,

past research often

considers only one dimension of flexibility rather than a
full range of spatial and temporal options available to
workers.

The current work contributes to the body of

knowledge on work and family by addressing each of these
gaps in the literature.

Below,

I briefly summarize the

main findings related to these issues.
Using data from the May 1997 Current Population
Survey,

I examined a variety of flexible work strategies at

100

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

the individual and household levels.

On the whole,

findings from this study suggest that working families are
engaging in a wide range of flexible employment strategies.
My results also demonstrate the critical importance of
considering flexible employment outcomes as family
strategies occurring at the household level.

Results show

that decisions about these family strategies typically
reflect joint decisions by husbands and wives about their
family obligations,

career, and personal commitments.

Therefore, participation in flexible employment is embedded
in the needs of a household and its members,
over time as children are born,

and may shift

as they age, and as

personal ambitions change.
In this research,

I have also shown the importance of

considering the effects of spousal characteristics on
household flexible employment outcomes,
respect to husbands'
standing.

and wives'

especially with

relative occupational

Results suggest that the relative position of

husbands and wives in the household affects decisions
couples make about who will adjust their work scheduling to
meet family obligations.

Because prior research has shown

that most forms of flexible work are associated with a
career penalty,

it is not surprising that spouses with

lower relative occupational status will often be the
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members who adjust their work scheduling
therefore,

(and, would

affect future family income the least).

Another point to take from the current research is the
importance of considering how flexible employment is
distributed within households and between spouses.
Findings at the individual-level suggest that women,

but

not men, are engaging in all forms of workplace flexibility
to meet the demands associated with child rearing.

By-

considering the distribution of flexible employment between
husbands and wives,

the household-level analysis clearly

demonstrates that the above finding masks the complexity of
families participation in flexible employment.
in fact,

There are,

families in which both husbands and wives may be

adjusting their work lives to contribute to their family
lives

(i.e.,

joint spousal participation).

group is small in absolute terms,

Although this

they do have a presence

in the labor force and children are important

for

understanding joint spousal participation in both homework
and flextime work.

I have suggested elsewhere that these

couples may be the most egalitarian households in which
both spouses have decided to invest in the family by
decreasing or adjusting time spent at work.
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Implications and Future Research
The current research has implications for
understanding equality in both the family and the
workplace,

and these implications are dependent upon

whether findings are considered for the individual versus
the household as the unit of analysis.
level,

At the individual-

with respect to sharing domestic burdens by

adjusting work scheduling,
is minimal.

equality between men and women

Findings clearly demonstrate that women with

families are adjusting their work to meet the demands
associated with child rearing while similar men are not.
However,

the household-level findings suggest that there

are households in which both husbands and wives are
engaging in some form of schedule flexibility to jointly
contribute to these domestic responsibilities.

Therefore,

a small group of couples may both be sharing in the work
associated with raising children and domestic life,
traditionally viewed as wives'

tasks

domain.

With respect to equality in the workplace,

the

findings presented here suggest very little equality along
sex,

race and ethnic,

age,

and educational dimensions.

In

some cases men and women have equal participation rates in
flexible work,
flexibility.

indicating equality in accessing workplace
However,

overall results suggest that race
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and ethnicity, age, and education all serve as barriers to
participation in flexible work strategies.

This implies

that only select families have access to flexible work as a
strategy for managing work and family boundaries.
finding likely reflects two processes.

First,

This

poorer,

less

educated workers are concentrated in the least flexible
types of jobs and thus their opportunity structure does not
allow for participation.

For example,

fast food and other

service occupations cannot provide opportunities for
homework or flextime because workers are required to be on
site during specified work times.

This finding also

reflects the fact that flexible employment is likely to be
a luxury available to those households who can financially
accept the economic penalty associated with it.

Overall,

flexible work is family-friendly for some families but not
for others.
Future research on work and family must move towards
the development of a more fully specified conceptual model
of employment choice that considers both organizational and
demographic characteristics.

Theoretically,

this work must

produce a more complete picture of how families are making
work and family responsibilities merge successfully by
utilizing flexible work strategies.

This requires a more

fully specified conceptual model that takes into account
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both organizational and contextual factors that come into
play for family decision-making about employment,
especially for women

(Glass and Riley 1988) .

The organizational context conditions participation in
flexible employment strategies by providing differential
access to flexible work policies.

It is possible that

wives with family responsibilities are more likely to be
offered access to the various forms of workplace
flexibility compared to similar husbands.
traditional workplace culture,
(and other women)

Given

employers may view wives

as the primary domestic caregivers and

thus, may be more accommodating towards them.

Thus,

participation in flexible employment may reflect choices
made by families,

but may also reflect choices made by

employers and managers who are the gatekeepers of such
policies.

It is important for future work to more fully

understand the workplace culture that may either facilitate
or hinder different types of family participation in or
access to schedule flexibility.

Maximum equality in both

the family and the workplace will involve not only
increased sharing within the household on the part of
domestic partners,

but also requires employers to refrain

from steering select members of the workforce toward one
specific career path based on traditional views of
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employment and family(e.g., mommy tracking versus fast
tracking).
Finally,

in order to truly understand how men and

women are shaping their work and home time future research
must consider how this varies over the life course.

It is

likely that needs for flexibility in work scheduling change
as parents give birth,
parents age,
place.

as children grow older,

as elderly

and as other life course transitions take

Moreover,

it is likely that opportunities for

participation in flexible forms of employment vary
throughout the life course.

It is crucial

that research

understand how and when flexible employment options are
most useful to working families

as well as

most available to these men and

women.

when they
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APPENDIX
POPULATION OF GLOBAL CITIES

Table A 1 : Population of Global Cities,

1990

Metropolitan Area

1990

Population :
New York-N. New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-CT-PA
Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County, CA
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha, IL-IN-WI
Washington-Baltimore, DC-MD-VA-WV
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, CA
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City, PA-NJ-DEMD
Boston-Worcester-Lawrence, MA-NH-ME-CT
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint, MI
Dallas-Fort Worth, TX
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX
Miami-Fort Lauderdale, FL
Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton, WA
Atlanta, GA
Cleveland-Akron, OH
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI

14,532
8,240
6, 726
6, 25G
5, 893
5, 455
5,187
4, 037
3,731
3, 193
2, 970
2, 960
2, 860
2,539
2, 492

St. Louis, MO-IL
Pittsburgh, PA

2,395

Phoenix-Mesa, AZ
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL
1 Numbers are reported in thousands-----------------Source:

19,550

Sassen 1991
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2,238
2, 068
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